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MANAGEMENT SUMMARY

This report presents the results of Dudek’s cultural resourcesnventory and evaluatiorfor the
Campo Wind Roject with Boulder Brush FacilitiegProject) located on the Campo Indian
Reservation(Reservation)and adjacent private lands southeasternSan Diego County,
California. TerraGen Development CompanyLC (TerraGen; developer)s proposingto
construt and operatéhe ProjectThe Projecsite is located in Township 17S, Range 6E, Sections
1, 3, 1015, 17, 2622, 27, 28, and 336 and Township 18S, Range 6E, Sections 3, 4, 5, 8, 9, 10,
15, and 17 on the Campbierra Del Sol, Cameron Cornegasyd LiveOak Springs, CA 7/3JSGS
topographic map#s the Project i partlocated on federally administered land, it constitutes an
undertaking under Section 106 of tdational Historic Preservation Act (NHPAJhis report was
prepared teatisfythe requirerents set forth in Section 106 and its implementing regulations (36
CFR, Part 800)TheBureau of Indian Affair¢BIA) is the lead agency resmible for compliance
with Section 106.TheArea of Potential Effects (APEQr theundertakings definedin two parts:
theapproximately2,200acresof landwithin the Campo Corridor (Figured, Appendix E of the
Draft EIS) andthe approximatel$00acresof land within the Boulder Brush Corridor (also Figure
1-2, Appendix E of the Dratft EIS).

Two recordssearchs were performed for th@roject Onerecords searctvas performedat the

South Coastal Information Cent{@CIC)for the APE and &.25mile radius around the APfar

the portion on the Reservatiowith the permission ofthe CampoBand of Diegueno Indian
(Tribe). That records searchdentified 38 previously recordedultural resourcewithin the APE

(29 archaeological sites] isolate, 4 built environment resources4 multi-component
archaeological resources, ahdesource of indeterminate agé&he seond records search was
performed for theff-Reservationprivately ownedands. In 2017, Dudek performed arhiause
records search (with permission of the SCIC) for all private parcels under consideration at that
time, plus dal-mile buffer.That recordsearch identified @ previously recorded sites in the APE
and146sites withinl mile of the APE.

On the Reservatignl,366.2acres was previaly surveyedby ASM Affiliates (Daniels and
Schaefer 2013Hale et al. 2013 see also Confidential Appendix) Brd the results of those
inventoiesare incorporated hereifihe remainingg96 acres of the APEBN theReservatiorwere
surveyed by Dudek, abat areghad not beepreviouslysurveyed.The entire500-acreAPE off
theReservation was surveyed by Dudek017 and 2018

As a result of thé®udek’s 20172018survey effors and the prior surves(Daniels and Schaefer
2013;Haleet al.2013, a total of87 archaeologal sites 4 built environment resourceand63
isolateshave been recordedithin the APE Sewen of the archaeological sitend oneisolate
identified within the APE in the records search documents were determined to be mismapped
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leaving 80 archaeologicatitesand 62 isolatesxtant in the APEONne resource, Old Highway 80,

was previously deterimed eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP),
and two (State Route 94 and the San Diego and Arizona Eastern Railway) were previously
determinedhot eligiblefor listing in the NRHPTwo archaeological sites, GBDI-7151/7162and
CA-SDI-7156 were previously determined eligible for listing in the California Register of
Historical Resources (CRHR) due to their data potential, and therefore can be considered eligible
for listing in the NRHP for the same reason under CriteridBite.CASDI-7156 has been avoided

by Project design and there will be no effect to that historic property. The significant portions of
site CASDI-7151/7162 have also been avoided by Project design. Therefore, there will be no
adverse effect to that histoproperty.

Within the APE, direct impacts from grading, vegetation removal for fuel reduction, and other
construction activities will be limitetb an approximatelyl,00Gacrearea ofdirect impacts (ADI)
(approximate\800 acre®nthe Reservation arapproximately 200 acres on private landrty-
onesites, 19 isolates, and dllbuilt environment resources are in the ADI; all other resources in
the APE have been avoided Byojectdesign.Formal evaluation efforte’ere conductedtthe29

sitesin the ADI that have not been evaluated previousigne isnot eligible for listing in the
NRHP under Criterion D (data potential) and none have been identified as having significance
under Criterion Aof the NHPA Ten sites in the ADI were recently evaluatedanothermproject
(Comeau et al. 2019) and those results are incorporated herein.

Human cremated remains were identified on the ground surfame atchaeological sign the

on the reservatiofCA-SDI-8939 andCWA-S-004). The San Diego County (CoymtCoroner’s

Office Forensic Anthropologist was notified and, at the request of the Campo, arrangements were
made to examine all possible human remains. After numerous fragments were identified as likely
humanat each sitethe BIA wasnotified. The BIA ddéermined thathe Tribeis the responsible
federal agency under the NativenericanGraves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA),
andthe Tribewas subsequently informed of their responsibilge Confidential Appendix D)

To date, the remains are ustdirbedat eachsite. The transmission line and associated Project
components have been redesigned to avoid disturbing tegpsit€ampo’s request.

Potential human remairsveidentified atfour sites on private lands lan@A-SDI-7140, CA-
SDI-7151/71.62, CASDI-7156, and TWS-013). The County’s Forensic Anthropologist identified
the remains aCA-SDI-7140,CA-SDI-71517162and TWS-013 aspositively human, or were
likely or possibly human, and were therefore treatdtbasan The remains at GADI-715 were
determined to be likely nehuman (bird). Théative American Heritage Commissiafentified
the Kumeyaay Cultural Repatriation Committase the Mst Likely Descendant (MD). Human
remainsat CA-SDI-7151/7162 and TW5-013 werdoundwere outside thADI, were left in place,
and will be avoided biroject desigras requested by the MLBer the MLD’s request, additional
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excavation efforts were performed at G®I-7151/7162 andW-S-013(as part of the Comeau
et al. 2019 studytp determinavhetheranyhuman remaingerein the ADI; nhone were identified
The location of the human remains at -SPI-7140 is outside the ADI; nevertheless,
modifications to the ADI have been made to avoid impacts in the vicinity of the remains.

Project design consideratiohavetaken into account possibldisturbancego identified cultural
resources as a first steptotal of 43isolates an@9 sites located witin the APE but outside the
ADI, have been avoided Byoject design and will be preserved in place. Theseairess have not
been formally evaluated for significance under Section 106.
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1 INTRODUCTION

This report presents the results of Dudek’s cultural resources inventoryand evaluatioor the Campo
wind Projectwith Boulder Brush Ecilities (Project) locatedn southeastern San Diego County,
California (Figure 11, all figures are provided in Append#to this repoft The majority of the Project
would belocatedon the Campdndian Reservatior{Reservation) (the Campo Wind Faad), with
certain interconnection facilities and access roadsprovately owned lands nomfast of the
Reservationthe Boulder Brush FacilitiesY he Project site falls within Township 16S, Range 7E,
Sections 19, 20, 29, 31, and 32; Township 17S, R@kg&ections 5, 6, 7, and Bpwnship 17S,
Range 6E, Sections 1, 313, 17, 2622, 27, 28, and 336; and Township 18S, Range 6E, Sections
3,4,5,8,9, 10, 15, and 17 on the Campo, Tierra Del Sol, Cameron C8ambsero Pealand Live
Oak SpringsCA 7.5 USGS topographic magBigure 12 (see Appendi¥)).

Becausethe Projectsite is partially located on federalhadministered land, it constitutes an
undertaking undeBection 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHHA)s report was
prepared tosatisfythe requirements set forth in Section I¥&he NHPAand its implementing
regulations (36 CFR Part 800)he Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA)s the lead reviewing agency
for Section 106 compliancall cultural resources personnel thatfggipated inthe preparation of
thisreportexceeded the Secretary of Interior’s standards for their respective rolesThus,this report
meets the format and conteeguirement®f the Archaeological Resource Management Report
(ARMR) report format and caent guidelines recommended by the California Office of Historic
Preservation (OHP 199.

1.1 Project Description and Area of Potential Effects
1.1.1 Project Description

TheProjectsite is located on the Reservation in southeastern San Diego Countyxiapiely 60
miles east of the City of San Diego, California, am private landsn the vicinity of the
unincorporated communities of Boulegtaand Live Oak Springs (Figure3l(see Appendi¥)). The
Reservation includes lands both north and south efdtat€l) 8 along the Tecate Divide, extending
from the southern boundary of the Manzanita Indian Reservation south to 0.2Bartiteof the
U.S./Mexico International Border.

The Project includes the construction of up toa@d turbinesand supportig infrastructure and
appurtenancesdditional details regarding the Project components and construction can be found
in Appendix B, Project Description Details, to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).
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1.1.2 Area of Potential Effects and Area of Direct Impacts

The Area of PotentiaEffects(APE) for the Projectonsists of thapproximately2,200-acreCampo
Corridor containing the Campo Wind Facilit@sthe Campo Reservation ahdapproximatel\s00
acreBoulder Brush Corridor containing theo@der Brush Facilitiesn private landThe maximum
extent of disturbance from all the alternatives under consideration wih#PE in which these
facilities wouldbe constructedvould ultimately be smallethan theAPE; this area of direct impacts
(ADI) comprisesapproximatel\800acres on th&eservation andpproximately200acres on private
land TheentireAPE and ADlareshown on Figure-2 (see Appendi¥).

1.2 Existing Conditions

This section drawfrom existing documentation completed for neaprojects such athe San
Diego Gas & Electric CompanysDG&E) East CountyECO) Substation, Sunrise Powerlink,
Sh’uluuk Wind (evaluated but not ultimately constructeah)d the Energia Sierra Juarez U.S. Gen
Tie Line projects. Together, cultural resces@ocumentation for these projects forms a substantial
body of literature analyzing, in particular, aboriginal archaeological deposite region

1.2.1 Environmental Setting
Natural Setting

The Project Areas situated on a seiseof northwestsouthasttrending mountain ridges and the
valleys between the ridges. The ridges are generally -steppd, with numerous heavily
weathered granite bedrock outcrops exposed at all elevations. Elevadogs from
approximately 4,460 feet above mean sea legat the north end of the Project to 3,170 &betve
mean sea levelear the southwest end.

The Projecsiteis locatedn the eastern portion of the Peninsular Range Geomorphic Province of
Southern California. The Peninsular Range Geomorphic Provinggifsed by northwest to
southeast trending mountain rangfegt parallelthe trace of th&an Andreas and related regional
fault system(Abbott 1999) The Peninsular Rangesme generallycompogd of the granitic
Peninsular Ranges batholith and associatethmorphic rocksWest of the batholithn the San
Diego embaymenthe Peninsular Range Geomorphic Provisampogd ofsedimentary rocks
ranging fromLate Cretaceous to Pleistocemeage(Abbott 1999.

The entiretyof the Projectsite is underlainby the Tonalite of La Post@odd 2004) a granitic
formation produced by the subduction of the Farallon Plate beneath the North American Plate,
approximately 95 million years ago. The Tonalite of La Posta is characterized by the abundant
white-weatheringplagioclase feldspars.
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The climate is classified as Mediterranean Hot Summer, or Csa in the Képpen classification (Pryde
2004). Rainfall is abou24 cm per yearbased on rain gauge averages between 1963 and 2011,
falling primarily between December andakéh. The average January daily minimum temperature

is 2°C (36°F), and the averagJuly daily maximum is 33°C (9B). The climate would have
imposed few constraints on prehistoric hurgatherers in the region.

The predominant natural vegetation conmityiof the region is chaparralypical plant species
caninclude laurel sumadRhus laurind, black sagéSalvia melliferd, manzanitaArctostaphylos
spp.), redshank Adenostoma sparsifoliyn oak Quercus spp.), chamise Adenostoma
fasciculatun), ceanothugCeanothuspp), andjuniper tree Juniperusspp.) along with various
grasses and legumé&3ak woodlands andpariancommunities are also present in the canyons and
majordrainagegDudek 2018)Numerous other vegetation communities are present osusite
as big sagebrush, freshwater marshland, mulefat scrub, anthtiea grassland (Dudek 2018).

Mammals, birds, and reptiles within these communities provided potential food resources to
prehistoric inhabitantsn the general region, meh of the natwal vegetation in lowying areas has

been displaced by modern land uses for graanthresidential useslowever, the steep mountain
slopes harbor relatively intact native vegetation communities supporting many animal .species
These vegetation communitibsve been irplace since the early Holoceméhen the climate
becamesomewhatvarmer and drier (Axelrod 1978).

Over 300 species of animal have been observed oRekervation (Dudek 2018 ommon
animals in this area include coyot€ahis latran$, California ground squirrel§permophilus
beechey)i cottontail(Sylvilagusauduboni), brush rabbit $ylvilagus bachmajired-tailed hawk
(Buteo jamaicensjswestern fence lizardSceloporus occidenta)isandcommon sideblotched
lizard (Uta stansburiang anong many others (Dudek 2018)

Cultural Setting

Evidence for continuous human occupationSsuthern Californiaspans the last 10,000 years.
Various attempts to parse out variability in archaeological assemblages over this broad time frame
have led to thealrelopment of several cultural chronologies; some of these are based on geologic
time, most are based on temporal trends in archaeological assemblages, and others are interpretive
reconstructions. Each of these reconstructions describes essentially senillsr in assemblage
composition in more or less detdllhe prehistoric sequence within the gen&amporegion is
particularly complicated by potential overlap with aboriginal groups traveling west from the
Colorado Desert and Imperial Valley. To ovare potential issues in the application of disparate
cultural sequenceshis research employs a common set of generalized terms used to describe
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chronological trends in assemblage composition: PaleoindiatbHo& BC), Archaic (8000 BC
AD 500), Late Prelstoric (AD 506-1769, and Ethnohistoric (pogtD 1769).

Paleoindian (pre5500 BC)

Evidence for Paleoindian occupationSouthern California is tenuous, especially considering the
fact that the oldest dated archaeological assemblages look nothingeliRaldoindian artifacts

from the Great Basin. One of the earliest dated archaeological assemblages inSooéstah
California (excluding the Channel Islands) derives frGi-SDI-4669/W12, in La Jolla. A
human burial fromCA-SDI-4669 was radiocarbon @&l to 9590-9,920 years before present
(95.%% probability) (Hector 206). The burial is part of a larger site complex that contained more
than 29 human burials associated with an assembifzsy fits the Archaic profiléi.e., large
amounts of groundstondattered cobbles, and expedient flake todByen the coastal bluff
setting of this site, it is not surprising that its inhabitants made use of fish and shellfish taken
through passive means (i.e., bone gorge and sinker fishing, shellfish gatheharg.i3 no
evidence at this site for economically significant exploitation of large game; rather, the assemblage
is wholly consitent with what early researclsetermed the “Millingstone Horizon” (Wallace

1955), or “La Jolla” culture (Warren 1964, 1968).

In the Jacumba region, SDG&E’s ECO Substation uncovered more than a hundred roasting pits

within loosely consolidated alluvium from the surface to more than 20 feet below the surface.
Several such features had calibrated radiocarbon dates on chiaatoare older than 6,000 BC

one of thesalated as old as 7,590750 BG—squarely within the Paleoindian period, even by
Great Basin standards (Williams et al. 2014). These early roasting pits rarely include artifacts other
than burned rockandthe occasionapiece of debitage and a recycled piece of groundstone.
Noticeably absent from the ECO assemblage are those artifacts considered typical of Paleoindian
toolkits, such as large projectile points or knives, and formed flake tools. Interestingly, the
landformon which the old roasting pits weidentified contained hundreds of roasting pits that
spanned the Holocene in age with radiocarbon dates reaching to just prior to Ethnohistoric times
(Williams et al. 2013). However, there is no significant variabifityoasting pit structure, content,

or associated artifactual assemblage throughout the deposit. Together with data from specialized
ethnobotanical studies identified fragments of cactus seed, juniper seed, and yucca, the overall
archaeological assemblagadicates the area was occupied for millennia to exploit locally and
seasonally abundant plants including yucca or agave.

Aside from a few discoveries of Lake Mojave or Silver Lake projectile points, typical Paleoindian
assemblages that include large steadrprojectile points, high proportions of formal lithic tools,
bifacial lithic reduction strategies, and relatively small proportions of groundstone tools are not
discerniblein Southern California. For comparison, prime examples of “typical” pattern are sites
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that were studied by Emma Lou Davis (1978) on China Lake Naval Air Weapons Station near
Ridgecrest, California. These sites contained fluted and unfluted stemmed points and large numbers
of formal flake tools (e.g., shaped scrapers, blades). Othiealtypaleoindian sites include the
Komodo site (CAMNO-679)—a multicomponent fluted point site, and $MO-680—a single
component Great Basgtemmed point site (Basgall et al. 2002). At-@WNO-679 and CAMNO-

680, groundstone tools were rare while finelyd®a projectile points were common.

Turning back to Southern California, the fact that some of the earliest dated assemblages are
dominated by processing tools runs counter to traditional notions of mobile fgatterers
traversing the landscape for highlvalued prey. Evidence for the lattethat is, typical
Paleoindian assemblagesnay have been located along the coastal margin at one time, prior to
glacial desiccation and a rapid rise in sea level during the early Holoceré5(QyeBP) that
submerged amuch as 1.8 kilometer(1.1 miles)of the San Diego coastline. If this were true,
however, it would also be expected that such sites would be located on older landforms near the
current coastline. Some sites, such asSIN-210 along Agua Hedionda Lagoocontained
stemmed points similar in form to Silver Lake and Lake Mojave projectile point8Qf@ BP)

that are commonly found at sites in California’s high desert (Basgall and Hall 199). CA-SDI-210

yielded one corrected dabcarbon date of 6520520 BC(8520-9520 BP;Warren et al. 2004
However, sites of this nature are extremely rare and cannot be separated from large numbers of
milling tools that intermingle with old projectile point forms.

Warren et al. (2004) claimed that a biface manufacturingdjtiva present at the Harris site
complex (CASDI-149) is representative of typical Paleoindian occupation in the San Diego region
that possibly dates between 8,36200 BC(Warren et al. 2004, p. 26). Termed San Dieguito
(Rogers 194) assemblages at tharris site are qualitatively distinct from most others in the San
Diego region because the site has large numbers of finely made bifaces (including projectile
points), formal flake tools, a biface reduction trajectory, and relatively small amountse$girg

tools Warren 1964, 1968 Despite the unique assemblage composition, the definition of San
Dieguito as a separate cultural tradition is hotly deb&@atlegos (198ysuggested that the San
Dieguito pattern is simply an inland manifestation ofreatler economic pattern. Gallegos’
interpretation of San Dieguito has been widely accepted in recent years, in part because of the
difficulty in distinguishing San Dieguito components from other assemblage constituents. In other
words, it is easier to igme San Dieguito as a distinct socioeconomic pattern than it is to draw it
out of mixed assemblages.

The large number of finished bifaces (i.e., projectile points andpnojectile blades), along

with large numbers of formal flake tools at the Harris samplex, is very different than nearly

all other assemblages throughout the San Diego region, regardless of age. Warren et al. (2004)
made this point, tabulating basic assemblage constituents for keyHzddgene sites.
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Producing finely made bifaces afarmal flake tools implies that relatively large amounts of
time were spent for tool manufacture. Such a strategy contrasts with the expediebafakle
tools and cobbleore reduction strategy that typifies R8an Dieguito Archaic sites. It can be
inferred from the uniquely high degree of San Dieguito assemblage formality that the Harris site
complex represents a distinct economic strategy fromSemmDieguito assemblages.

If San Dieguito truly represents a distinct socioeconomic strategy from th&8aromieguito
Archaic processing regime, its rarity implies that it was not only dived, but that it was not as
economically successful as the Archaic strategy. Such a conclusion would fit with other trends in
southern California deserts, wherein hogtielated tools are replaced by processing tools during
the early HoloceneBasgall and Hall 199).

Indeed, the San Dieguito complex is the apex of easterly cultural sequences defined for the
Colorado Desert and adjacent areas east of the Peninsular. Rdaigelm Rogers (1966)
initially separatedhe San Dieguito complex into three phases that were based on an evolutionary
concept that more refined tools are the result of cultures learning refined manufacture techniques
and incorporating greater complexithrough time. As a result, the San Dieguito complex
portrayed early assemblages from simple (San Dieguito I) to complex (San Dieguito Ill), relative
to one another. In Imperial County, the general lack of radiocarbon dates associated with
perceived San iBguito sites has stunted modern refinement of Roger’s San Dieguito complex,

both in terms of chronology and assemblage content. Cobble terraces exposed during the
Pleistocene were available to both Paleoindian and later aboriginal groups. The easginfacqu
toolstone from desert pavements was probably attradtiveuntergatherers traversing the
region throughout prehistory, complicating definition of chronological variability in flakedstone
reduction trajectories. As a result, speculation has emetggdthe San Dieguito complex
persisted for much of the Holocene, whether or not it changed in coastal regions or areas farther
to the north.

Notwithstanding sample bias in trying to refine southern California Paleoindian sequences,
including geomorpholadgal transitions surrounding the Salton Trough that make discovery of
well-preserved early surfaces in the western Colorado Desert near impossible, the early dates
associated with strikingly Archalooking toolkits implies that little technological varikty

actually existed in the last 10,000 years (Hale 2010).

Archaic (8000 BG AD 500)

The more than 1509ear overlap between the presumed age of Paleoindian occupations and the
Archaic period'see Warren et al. 2004)ghlights the difficulty in defimga cultural chronology
in southern California deseriegion. If San Dieguito is the only recognized Paleoindian
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component, then the dominance of hunting tools implies that it derives from Great Basin adaptive
strategies and is not necessarily a local adegt. Warren et al. (2004) admitted as much, citing
strong connectiongetweerSan Dieguitand the Lake Mojave complex of t@eat BasinThus,

the Archaic pattern is the earliest local socioeconomic adaptatieputhern California coastal

and desenpeninsular environmen(siale 2001, 2000

The Archaic pattern is relatively easy to define with assemblages that consist primarily of
processing tools: millingstones, handstones, battered cobbles, heavy crude scrapers, incipient
flake-based tools, and cblke-core reduction. These assemblages oceuall environments
across San Diego County, from the coast past the Peninsular Reitigdittle variability in

tool composition. Low assemblage variability over time and space among Archaic sites has
been equizd with cultural conservatism (Byrd and Reddy 2002; Warren 1968; Warren et al.
2004). Despite enormous amounts of archaeological work at Archaic sites, little change in
assemblage composition occurs until the bow and arrow is adafiexcdaround AD 500as

well as ceramics at approximately the same time (Griset 1996; Hale 2009). Even then,
assemblage formality remains low. After the bow is adopted, small arrow points appear in
large quantities and already low amounts of formal flake tools are replacewi@asing
amounts of expedient flake tools. Similarly, shaped millingstones and handstones decrease in
proportion relative to expedient, unshaped groundstone tools (Hale 2009). Thus, the terminus
of the Archaic period is equally as hard to define as éginning because basic assemblage
constituents and patterns of manufacturing investment remain stable, complimented only by
the addition of the bow and ceramics.

Several cultural sequences that chronologically fit within southern California’s “Archaic’ period

have been identified in thdojave Desert, such as Deadman Lake, Pinto, and Gypsum periods
(Sutton et al. 200). However, these appear to be regionally specific and are generally not manifest
south of the Transverse Ranges, particularly in San Diedolraperial Counties other than
isolated occurrences of tirsensitive projectile points. As with any tirsensitive artifact, its form

can have strikingly different chronological placement by region such that a “Pinto” projectile point
cannotbe assumedo confer the same age estimates on an archaeological assemblage in say, San
Diego or Imperial counties that it does in the Mojave Desert.

Reasons for the rapid and early development of a generalized processing economy have cited
environmental deterioratioar population growth as primary agents of change. Environmental
deterioration cannot account for its development since southern California environments have had
established plant communities for much of the last 15,000 years (Axelrod 1978; see Hale 2001)
that varied mostly irvertical distributionIndeed, the Pinto period seems to have thrived during
the Archaic period, even if specific local manifestations are less obvious than others (Basgall et al.
2002. Population growth itself also presents a weagecas a primary agent of change since the

10212

DUDEK 7 May 2019



Cultural Resources Inventory and Evaluation Report
for the Campo Wind Project with Boulder Brush Facilities

archaeological record is either too incomplete to support such an analysis or because it implies a
shift in mobility rather than population density. Archaic period sites reflect serial site occupation
rather thareither high residential mobility or sedentigiasgall and True 1985; Hale 2001).
Rather, the best explanation for the appearance and persistence of the Archaic pattern is that it
represents a strongly stable socioeconomic stratalgy-madefor southernCalifornia with its

rich crops of roots and tubers, seattglnuts and small animals.

Late Prehistoric (AD 5001769)

The period of time following the Archaic and prior to Ethnohistoric times {&B9 is commonly
referred to as the Late Prehistoric (Rmy1945; Wallace 1955; Warren et al. 2004). However,
several other subdivisions continue to be used to describe various shifts in assemblage composition,
including the addition of ceramics and cremation practices. In northern San Diego County;the post
AD 1450 period is called the San Luis Rey Complex (TQ&¢), while the same period in southern

San Diego County is called the Cuyamaca Complex and is thought to extend from AD 500 until
Ethnohistoric times (Meighan 1959). Rogers (1929) also subdividddgh&,000 years into the
Yuman Il and Ill cultures, based on the distribution of ceraamdsthe presumed spread of Yuman
speaking groups into the Colorado Desert (Moriarty 1966, 196i8e, the Patayan pattern was
defined to characterize the appeasmotpaddle and anvil pottery from Arizona seiime after the
first-century AD(Rogers 1945; Waters 1992).

Despite these regional complexes, each is defined by the addition of arrow points and ceramics,
and the widespread use of bedrock mortars. Vagarige appearance of the bow and arrow and
ceramics make the temporal resolutaiiate complexes difficultincluding the local Cuyamaca
complex manifestatiarfor this reason, the term Late Prehistorivédl suitedto describe the last

1,500 years gbrehistory in the San Diego region.

Temporal trends in socioeconomic adaptations during the Late Prehistoric period are poorly
understood. This is partly due to the fact that the fundamental Late Prehistoric assemblage is very
similar to the Archaic patterbut includes arrow points and large quantities of fine debitage from
producing arrow points, ceramics, and cremations. The appearance of mortars and pestles is difficult
to place in time because most mortars are on bedrock surfaces; bowl mortarsaflyeractun the

San Diego region. Some argue that the Ethnohistoric intensive acorn economy extends as far back
as AD 500 (Bean and Shipek 1978). However, there is no substantial evidence that reliance on
acorns, and the accompanying use of mortars asttepeoccurred prior to AD 1400. True (1980)
argued that acorn processing and ceramic use in the northern San Diego region did not occur until
the San Luis Rey pattern emerged after approximately AD 1450. For southern San Diego County,
the picture is lesslear. The Cuyamaca Complex is most recognizable after AD 1450 (Hector 1984).
Similar to True (1980), Hale (2009) argued that an acorn economy did not appear in the southern
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San Diego region until just prior to Ethnohistoric times, and that when it did,a@ major shift in
social organization followed.

Considering eastern influences from the Colorado Desert, early agricultural practices never gained
traction in California, and western Colorado Desert evidence for aboriginal agriculture is virtually
nonrexistent absent earlyfethnohistoric accounts of Fort Mojave Indiafigoeber 1925) It is

likely that the stable Archaic economy persisted into the Late Prehistoric era and absorbed the
efficiencies of certain technological innovations including the lama arrow and ceramics.
Locally, however, Tizon Brownware ceramic vessels dominate archaeological assemblages;
Colorado buffware fragments are relatively rare and could have been obtained simply through
trade. Aoriginal griculture probably hit a socioecomic brick wall in southern California where

a stable economy focused on generalized but regular exploitation of locally abundant plant foods
was simply too efficient and socially reinforced to allow a labtensive practice of agulture

take root (B#inger 1999; Hale 2030

Ethnohistoric (postAD 1769)

The history of the Native American communities prior to the-tM@0s has largely been
reconstructed through later missipariod and early ethnographic accounts. The first records of
the Native Amegan inhabitants of the San Diego region come predominantly from European
merchants, missionaries, military personnel, and explorers. These brief, and generally peripheral,
accounts were prepared with the intent of furthering respective colonial and ecanmsiand

were combined with observations of the landscape. They were not intended to be unbiased
accounts regarding the cultural structures and community practices of the newly encountered
cultural groups. The establishment of the missions in the Sgo Dagion brought more extensive
documentation of Native American communities, though these groups did not become the focus
of formal and irdepth ethnographic study until the early twentieth cenBep and Shipek 1978;
Boscana 1846; Fages 1937; Geiged Meighan 1976; Harrington 1934,0eber 1925} aylander

200Q Sparkman 1908; White 1963The principal intent of these researchers was to record the
precontact, culturally specific practices, ideologies, and languages that had survived the
destabilizirg effects of missionization and colonialism. This research, often understood as “salvage
ethnography,” was driven by the understanding that traditional knowledge was being lost due to

the impacts of modernization and cultural assimilation. Alfred Kroepplied his “memory

culture” approach (Lightfoot 2005:32) by recording languages and oral histories within the San
Diego regionEthnographic research by Dubois, Kroeber, Harrington, Spier, and others during the
early twentieth century seemed to indicatat tinaditional cultural practices and beliefs survived
among local Native American communities. These accounts supported, and were supported by,
previous governmentalecisions, whichmadeSan Diego County the location of more federally
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recognized tribeshan anywhere else in thenlted States:18tribes on 18eservations that cover
more than 116,008cres CSP2009.

It is important to note that even though there were many informants for these early ethnographies
who were able to provide information fropersonal experiences about native life before the
Europeans, a significantly large proportion of these informants were born after 1850 (Heizer and
Nissen 1973); therefore, the documentation of-qumetact, aboriginal culture was being
increasingly supplietly individuals born in California after considerable contact with Europeans.
As Robert F. Heizer (1978) stated, this is an important issue to note when examining these
ethnographies, since considerable culture change had undoubtedly occurred by 185¢hamong
Native American survivors of California.

The traditional culturaboundariedbetween the Luisefio and Kumeyaay Native American tribal
groups have been well defined byttropologist Florence C. Ship€k993; as summarized in San
Diego County Board adbupervisors 20Q7. 6):

In 1769, the Kumeyaay national territory started at the coast about 100 miles south
of the Mexican border (below Santo Tomas), thence north to the coast at the drainage
divide south of the San Luis Rey River including its tribetr Using the U.S.
Geological Survey topographic maps, the boundary with the Luisefio then follows
that divide inland. The boundary continues on the divide separating Valley Center
from Escondido and then up along Bear Ridge to the 2240 contour lineeanbtith

across the divide between Valley Center and Woods Valley up to thdddigieak,

then curving around east along the divide above Woods Valley.

Based on ethnographic information, it is believed that at leadiffé8ent languages were spoken

from Baja California Sur to the southern Oregon state border at the time of Spanish contact
(Johnson and Lorenz 2006). The distribution of recorded Native American languages has been
dispersed as a geographic mosaic across California throughreery langage families (Golla
2007).As theProject APEis located approximatel®5 km south of the San Luis Rey River, the
Native American inhabitants of the region spoke using the Ipai language subgroup of the Yuman
language group. Ipai and Tipai, spoken respebtiby the northern and southern Kumeyaay
communities, are mutually intelligible. For this reason, these two are often treated as dialects of a
larger Kumeyaay tribal group rather than as distinctive languages, though this has been debated
(Luomala 1978; hylander 2010).

Victor Golla has contended that one can interpret the amount of variability within specific
language groups as being associated with the relative “time depth” of the speaking populations
(Golla 200780). A large amount of variation withithe language of a group represents a greater
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time depth then a group’s language with less internal diversity. One method that he has employed

is by drawing comparisons with historically documented changes in Germanic and Romantic
language groups. Gollg2007:71) has observed that the “absolute chronology of the internal
diversification within a language family” can be correlated with archaeological dates. This type of
interpretation is modeled on concepts of genetic drift and gene flows that are asswsitfated
migration and population isolation in the biologicalesces.

Golla suggestthat there are two language families associated with Native American groups who
traditionally lived throughout the San Diego County region. The northern San Diego trilees hav
traditionally spoken Takic languages that may be assigned to the largé&iztétcan family (Golla
200774). These groups include thaiisefio, Cupéio, and Cahuilla. Golla has interpreted the
amount of internal diversity within these languagpeaking commmities to reflect a time depth

of approximately 2,00Qears. Other researchers have contended that Takic may have diverged
from Uto-Aztecan ca. 2600 B€AD 1, which was later followed by the diversification within the
Takic speaking San Diego tribes, oaouy approximately 1500 BEAD 1000 Laylander 201

The majority of Native American tribal groups in southern San Diego region have traditionally
spoken Yuman languages, a subgroup of the Hokan Phylum. Golla has suggested that the time
depth of Hokan is@proximately 8,00§ears (Golla 200774). The Kumeyaay tribal communities
share a common language group with the Cocopa, Quechan, Maricopa, Mojave, and others to east,
and the Kiliwa to the south. The time depth for both the Ipai (north of the San Diego fRivn
Escondido to Lake Henshaw) and the Tipai (south of the San Diego River, the Laguna Mountains
through Ensenada) is approximated to be 2)@@0s at the most. Laylander has contended that
previous research indicates a divergence between Ipai padtdihave occurred approximately

AD 600-1200 (Laylander 1985). Despite the distinct linguistic differences between the Takic
speaking tribes to the north, the §spieaking communities in central San Diego, and the Tipai
southern Kumeyaay, attempts tlugttrate the distinctions between these groups based solely on
cultural material alone have had only limited success (Pigniolo 2004; True 1966).

The Kumeyaay generally lived in smaller family subgroups that would inhabit two or more
locations over the cose of the year. While less common, there is sufficient evidence that there
were also permanently occupied villages, and that some members may have remained at these
locations throughout the year (Owen 1965; Shipek 19885; Spier 1923). Each autonomous
tribelet was internally socially stratified, commonly including higher status individuals such as a
tribal head Kwaaypay, shamankuseyaay, and general members with various responsibilities

and skills (Shipek 1982). Highstatus individuals tended toveagreater rights to land resources,

and owned more goods, such as shell money and beads, decorative items, and clothing. To some
degree, titles were passed along family lines; however, tangible goods were generally ceremonially
burned or destroyed followg the deaths of their owners (Luomala 1978). Remains were cremated
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over a pyre and then relocated to a cremation ceramic vessel that was placed in a removed or
hidden location. A broken metate was commonly placed at the location of the cremated remains,
with the intent of providing aid and further use after death. At maturity, tribal members often left

to other bands in order to find a partner. The families formed networks of communication and
exchange around such partnerships.

Areas or regions, identifiely known physical landmarks, could be recognized as-bpadific
territories that might be violently defended against use by other members of the Kumeyaay. Other
areas or resources, such as water sources and other locations that were rich in natwes$ reso
were generally understood as communal land to be shared amongst all the KumayasjaL
1978).The coastal Kumeyaay exchanged a number of local goods, such as seafood, coastal plants,
and various types of shell for items including acorns, agaesguite beans, gourds, and other
moreinlandplants of use (Luomala 1978). Wha&idence for limitednarine resourcase exists

in inland areagterrestrial animals and other resounsesild haveprovided amuchlarge portion

of sustenance. Game animalsnsisted of rabbits, harekeporidag, birds, ground squirrels,
woodrats Neotomg, deer, bears, mountain liorBuma concoloy, bobcats I(ynx rufus) coyotes

(Cans latrang, and others. In lesser numbers, reptiles and amphibians may have been consumed.

A number of local plants were used for food and medicine. These were exploited seasonally, and
were both traded between regional groups and gathered as a singéd tribved between
habitation areas. Some of the more common of these ilgat hmave beemrocured locally or
obtained from the surrounding regimould have included buckwhedrfogonum fasciculatuin

Agave Yucca lemonade berryRhus integrifolid, sugar bushRhus ovaty sage scrubArtemisia
californica), yerba santaHriodictyor), sage(Salvig, Ephedra prickly pear Qpuntig, mulefat
(Baccharis salicifolia, chamise Adenostoma fasciculatymelderberry $ambucus nigha oak
(Quercussp), willow (Salixsp), andJuncusgrass among many others (Wilken 2012).

The Historic Period (posAD 1542)

European activity in the region began as early as AD 1542, when Juan Rodriguez Cabrillo landed
in San Diego Bay. Sebastian Vizcaino returned in 1602, and it is possible that there were
subsequent contacts that went unrecorded. These brief ensomnatde the local native people
aware of the existence of other cultures that were technologically more complex than their own.
Epidemic diseases may also have been introduced into the region at an edrlydletet contacts
eitherwith the infrequenEuropean visitors or through waves of diffusion emanating from native
peoples farther to the east or south (Preston 2002). It is possible, but as yet unproven, that the
precipitous demographic decline of native peoples had already begun prior to theb@aspar

de Portolad and Junipero Serra in 1769.
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Spanish colonial settlement was initiated in 1769, when multiple expeditions arrived in San
Diego by land and sea, and then continued northward through the coastal plain toward
Monterey. A military presidi and a mission to deal with the local Kumeyaay and Ipai were
soon firmly established at San Diego, despite violent resistance to them from a coalition of
native communities in 1776. Private ranchos subsequently established by Spanish and Mexican
soldiers,as well as other nenatives, appropriated much of the remaining coastal or-near
coastal locations (Pourade 194®@67).No land grants were established in the mountains of
eastern San Diego County, leaving the local Kumeyaay relatively unaffected hyitta¢ af

the Spanish and Mexican immigrants.

Mexico’s separation from the Spanish empire in 1821 and the secularization of the California
missions in the 1830s caused further disruptions to native populations in western San Diego
County. Some former migsi neophytes were absorbed into the work forces on the ranchos, while
others drifted toward the urban centers at San Diego and Los Angeles or moved to the eastern
portions of the county where they were able to join still largely autonomous native coresuniti
United States conquest and annexation, together with the gold rush in Northern California, brought
many additional outsiders into the region. Development during the following decades was fitful,
undergoing cycles of boom and bust.

United States conguieand annexation, together with the gold rush in northern California, brought
many additional outsiders into the region. Development during the following decades was fitful,
undergoing cycles of boom and bust.

The CampeJacumba region was under Kumeyaagtaa throughout the Spanish, Mexicand

early American periods until the arrival of American homesteaders such as the McCain family in
1868 (Wade et al. 2009)he Campo Indian Reservation rests partially on the lands negotiated in
the Treaty of Santasabel in 1852. The Treaty, along with the Treaty of Temecula, promised the
indigenous nations of the region a Reservation of approximately®08# current land base of San
Diego County in return for the balance of their traditional lands on the cahst Hre desert. The
Treaty was not ratified due to interference from the California legislature and starting jlodly75
scattered Reservations were credtgfxecutive Order ivariousareas of the County. The Campo
Indian Reservation was created BOB near an existing Kumeyaay village in the Cameron Corners
area. It was expanded in the edvlgentigh century to accommodate several other communities of
Kumeyaay who still did not have a land base.

Originally from Arkansas and Texas, the McCain fantiegan ranching in California as early

as 1858 in the Mendocino region, and after an aborted return trip to Arkansas, decided to settle
in what is now known as McCain Valley in 1868 (Wade et al.220@/ith the McCain family
alongside several small shespd cattle ranching outfits tied to the Laguna Mountain area (just
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northwest of McCain Valley), ranching thrived until the rivdentieth century. After this time,
ranching dwindled in productivity due to several reasons, including more productive cattle
outfits to the north, a collapse in the demand for wool, and the appropriation of some prime
pasturelands (such as Laguna Meadows) by the National Parks Service for watershed
protection and conservation (see Wade et al920@ its heyday, cattle ranchiregsociated

with McCain Valley to the west spread as far south as the lower portions of northern Baja
(Wade et al. 208). Not surprisingly, the intensification of ranching and homesteading in the
McCain Valley area lead to conflicts with local Kumeyaay imkents. One such conflict,
recounted by Tom Lucas, a local Kwaaymii Indian, was the apparent last stand of some
Kumeyaay families in conflict with the McCain family that took place near McCain Valley in
Campo or Jacumba in the 1880s (Carrico 1983, 198@)vever, it is also true that many of

the Native American inhabitants were employed by local ranchers, including Tom Lucas
(Carrico 1983). Wade et al. (200provide a regiorwide overview of ranching in San Diego
County including eligibility consideratian

Several railroad routes were planned to pass through the region but each was abandoned, until 1906,
when John D. Spreckels incorporated the San Diego and Arizona Railroad. Construction on the
railroad began in 1907 (Kimball 1985). The local populatje@w slowly during the construction of
Morena Dam and the San Diego and Arizona Railroad. In the meantime, civil unrest was common
across the border just to the south. The Mexican Revolution began in the fall of 1910, and by the
following spring a Mexicanebel camp was located just 6 mi. from Campo. Refugees fled to Campo,
which was patrtially protected by U.S. soldiers.

Finally, on November 16, 1919, the San Diego and Arizona Railroad was completed, and the first
train passed through the Campo Valleyryiag prominent San Diego residents, including John D.
Spreckels. While some residents felt that the new railroad line would ruin the beautiful landscape of
San Diego County’s backcountry, many others were strong advocates for the rail line, predicting that

it would increase the economic capacity of the area by enabling the shipment of cattle and sheep as
well as fruit, vegetables, and honey out of Campo (San Diego Union, 4 July 4 1915:7). The railroad
finally provided a direct link for San Diego to the teas United States.

1.2.2 Records Search Results on the Reservation

South Coastal Information Center (SCIC) staff conducted a records s@arekervation landor

the APE and &).25mile buffer surrounding th&PE onJuly 5, 2018SCIC records indicathat60
previous cultural resources studies have been performed within the records search area3df these,
have covered at least a portion of &RE (Table 11). ASM also prepared two studitsat are not

on file at the SCIC, although the site recoatsl GIS data isHale et al. (2013) performed the

10212

DUDEK 14 May 2019



Cultural Resources Inventory and Evaluation Report
for the Campo Wind Project with Boulder Brush Facilities

intensive pedestrian survey for a wind farm onReservationand Daniels and Schaefer (2013)
performed additional surveys as an addenduHste et al. 2013

Hale et al.(2013)

In 2011 and 2012ASM corducted an intensive pedestrian sureéy,517acres forthe Shu’luuk
Wind Project, which overlaps a substantial portion of the current Project. That gdaleyet al.
2013 identified 73archaeologicadites and 68olates Thirty-four of those sitesra within the APE

of the current Project and are incorporated heMzrresources were evaluated as part of that study.

Daniels and Schaefer (2013)

ASM performed an intensive pediean survey of an additional &xres for the same project, and
prepared a addendum report (Daniels and Schaefer 2@18)d original reportH{ale et al. 203).

That study addressed additional acreage added to that project in an attempt to avoid impacting
known resources. Five previously recorded archaeological sites amvidg identified isolates

were documented at that tiniéo resources were evaluated as part of that study, as impacts to those
sites were avoided at the time.

Table 1-1
Previous StudiesPerformed on the Reservationwithin 0.25Miles of the APE

Author | Year| SHPO ID| Title
Previous StudigsthirtheAPE
Flower, Douglas, | 1980| SD00642| Archaeological, Historical and Botanical Investigation of the Starr

Darcy Ike, and Ling Tierra del Sol, California
Roth
Leach, Larry 1978| SD01147| An Archaeologi€connaissanoéa 60 Acre Parcel on the Campo In

Reservation Near Live Oak Springs, San Diego County, Californial
Johnson, Melissa J 1979| SD01266| An Archaeological Survey of BaiM¥alley Ranch Property

Johnson, Melissa J 1976 | SD01267| An Achaeological Inventory and Assessment of Corridor Segment
49, Preferred Southern Route, San Diego County.

Napton, L. Kykend | 1988 | SD01315| Cultural Resource Assessment of the BIA Route 10 Improvement
E.A. Greathouse Campo Indian Resgion, San Diego County, California

WESTEC Services| 1982 | SD01621| Final Report Campo Indian Reservation Cultural Resource Invent
Inc.

Napton, L. Kykend | 1979 | SD01756| Archaeological Reconnaissance on the Campo IndidorR&mamibieg

Elizabeth A. County, California

Greathouse

Smith, Brian F. 1998 | SD03558| Results of an Archeological Study-6I=IDT162 and SM166 at the Big
Country Specific

Townsed, J. 1984 | SD03836| Southwest Powerlink Cultural Resources Management Plan

Rudolf, Jamés 1992 | SD04219| Campo Solid Waste Management Project, Cultural Resources Loc

in the Proposed Lease Area
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Table 1-1

Previous StudiesPerformed on the Reservationwithin 0.25Miles of the APE

Author Year | SHPO ID Title
Crouthamel, Steveny 1995| SD04255| An Archaeological Survey of the Qasigp®eservation of Rental and
Mutual Help Housing Projects
Sbne, Davj@nd 1993 | SD04294| Archaeological and Historical Significance Assessment for the Ca
David McDowell Waste Managemenbject, CamjprdiarReservation, San Diego Camy|
Taylor, Clifford 1982 | SD04365| Final Report & Campo Indian Rese@attural Resource Inventory
WESTEC Services| 1984 | SD04654| Draft Environmental Impact Report, Big Country Ranch Specific P
Inc. of San Diego, EAD LOGSB
Rosen, Martin 2001 | SD08282| Historic Property Survey Report for Old Highwayt3@f Gan Diego, (
Cook, John R. 1985| SD08653| Archaeological Investigations at the Big Country Project in McCain V
California
McGinnis, Patrick, | 2004 | SD09456| Archaeological Survey Report for the KumagdayanjProjectSan
Kathryn Bouscaren Diego County, California
and Michael Baksh
McGinnis, Patrick | 2005| SD09467| Cultural Resources Survey Report for the Campo Homes Project,
Indian Reservation, San Diego County, California
Environmental 195 | SD10066| Live Oak Springs Subregional Analysis and Draft Environmental |
Development Report for TPM 10677, File N2il-79201
Agency, County of
San Diego
McGinnis, Patrick | 2006 | SD10107| Cultural Resources Survey Report for Five Homes Located on Ca
and Michael Baksh Reservation, SBiego County, CA
Arrington, Cindy 2006 | SD10551| Cultural Resources Final Report of Monitoring and Findings for the
Network Construction Project, State of California
McGinnis, Patrick | 2007 | SD11203| Cultural Resources Survey Report for a WaRaplasément Project
Located on Campo Indian Reservation, San Diego County, Califor,
Zepeddderman, 2008 | SD11741| Cultural Resource Survey of the ETS 7018, Wood to Steel Pole Tl
Carmen Boulevard Project, California
Hall, Darand 28 | SD11934| A Cultural Resources Inventory of a PropotaddMildbamterface
Jennifer Thomas FuelsReduction of the Campo Indian Reservation, San Diego Cou
California
Cook, John R., 2000| SD12421| Final: A Cultural Resouneesritory of the Proposed AT&T PF. NET F
Deboraliuntley Conduit Ocotillo to San Diego, California
and Sherri Andrew
GarcigHerbst, 2010| SD12711| Final Inventory Report of the Cultural Resources within the Appro
Arleen, David DiegdGas& Electric Sunrise Powerlink Final Environmentally Supe
Iversen, Don Southern Route, Sairgaand Imperial Counties, California
Laylandeand Brian
Williams
Lavris, Jennifand | 2012 | SD13837| A Cultural Resources Inventory of the 2012 Proposed Hazardous
Dan Hall Reduction Projecttbe Campo IndiReservatigisan Diego County,
California
Hale, Micah J. 2011 | SD14001| Management Plan for Archaeological MonitosieyiBdBiscovery and
UnanimateHffects for the Tule Wind Project, McCain Valley, San D
County, California
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Table 1-1

Previous StudiesPerformed on the Reservationwithin 0.25Miles of the APE

Author Year | SHPO ID Title
BowderRenna, 2011 | SD14175| Letter Report: ETS 21%Aitural Resources Survey for 18 Pole
Cheryl Replacement/Improvement Locations and Two Staging Areas, Creé
Oaks Areas, San Diego County, Cal@oritia1102
McGinnis, Pakic | 2006 | SD14560| Cultural Resources Survey Report for Five Homes Located on Ca
and Michel B&sh Reservation, San Diego County, Reservation
McGinnis, Patrick | 2008 | SD14592| Cultural Resources Survey Report for the Campo Homes Project,
andHillary Murphy Reservation, California
McGinnis, Patrick | 2005| SD14601| Cultural Resources Survey Report for the Campo Homes Project,
Reservatiosan Diego CounBglifornia
Blake, Michelle 2014 | SD15108| SR94 Curve Correction Project
Blake, Michelle 2014 | SD16(’8 | Archaeological Survey Report for the State Route 94 Curve Realig
Project in Campo, San Diego County, California
Hale, Micah, &nd 2011 | SD16221| Final Addendum Class Il Cultural Resources Inventory Report for
Tony Quach Wind Projectciain Valley, San Diego County, California
Hale Micah 2011 | SD16223| Archaeologickésting and Evaluation of SH8[B4v88, Tule Wind
Project, McCain Valley, BagdCounty, California
Previous Studid#thin0.25Vile of thé\PE
Advanced Plangin | 1980| SD00045| Drewe Lot Split Archaeology and Biology Survey Reports TPM 15
and Research Log # 7219 Tierra del Sol, California.
Associates
Cupples, Sue Ann| 1975| SD00529| An Archaeological Survey of Sanitation FaciitiesitesopRala,
ManzanitaCampo, and Old Campo Indian reservation, San Diego (
California
Flower, Douglamd | 1983 | SD00640| Archaeologicaurvey Stage Coach Springs Project Live Oak Spring
Linda Roth California
Kirkish, Alex 1980 | SD00890| DraftPlan and Environmental Assessment for Thing Mountain Coo
Vegetation Management Project
Flower, Douglas M| 1979 | SD00922| Archaeological Investigation of the Millar Project San Diego Count
Darcy Ike, Linda SDMW:2235, SDW-2236
Roth, and Susan
Sapone
Johnson, Melissa J 1978 | SD01256| An Archaeological Reconnaissance of a 60 Acres Parcel on the C
and Roy E. Pettus Reservation Near Live Oak Springs, San Diego County, California
Smith, Brian F. 1989 | SD01419| AnArchaeological Survey of thég@0OBalian Subdivision, County of
Diego
Ritter, Eric W. 1975| SD01496| Archaeological Survey of NRL Parcel Adjoining Hill Valley
Taylor, Clifford V.F.| 1980| SD01548| Final Report CuétlResource Inventory of Manzanita Indian Reserv
and Richard L. Carr| Manzanita, California
Wirth Associates I 1981 | SD01588| Miguel to Mountain Springs Grade (Jade) Archaeological Survey R
Smith, Brian F. 1980 | SD01687| A First Level Mitigation of Sidd4V82724 (SE8234), SDML2725 (SPi
8235), and SBDM2726 (SE8236) at the Drewe Lot Split Project Tier
Sol, California TPM 15840, Log1#&r9
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Table 1-1

Previous StudiesPerformed on the Reservationwithin 0.25Miles of the APE

Author Year | SHPO ID Title

Advance Planning | 1980 | SD02030| Drewe Lot Split Archaeology & BiologyF&puegg TPM 15840; EAD |

Research Associat #7921-9; Tierra del Sol, California

Carrico, Richard 1980| SD03260| Final Report: Cultural Resource Inventory of Manzanita Indian Re
Manzanita, CA

Crouthamel, Steveny 1987 | SD05879| Archaeological Site Survey op&hrdiaReservatigisan Diego Count
CA Proposed Housing Sites Projé6t 80

Pigniolo, Andrew, | 2000 | SD07426| Archaeologicalrvey Report for the Manzanita Reservation Prescri

John Dietlier, and Burning Project, San Diego Counfiyrrali

Michael Baksh

Caterino, David 2005| SD09516| The Cemeteries and Gravestones of San Diego County: An Archaeo

Smith, Brian,and | 1982 | SD09782| Archaeological Investigation of the Brooks Lot Split Project, Tierra

Craig Lorenz California, TPM342, Log# -29-20

PolanKeith 1980 | SD09784| Brooks lot Split Archaeology and Botany Survey Reports, TPM 16
Log#721-20; TPM 16343, EAD Log2174, Tierra Del Sol

Bonner, Wayne H | 2008 | SD11869| Cultural Resourcex®els Search and Site Visit Results for DW Hor

and Marnie Aiglay LLC Facility Candidate CA1018 (Outdoor World) San Diego Coun

White, Laura S. 2009 | SD12663| Negative Cultural Resources Survey Report: Outdoor World Wirel
Telecommunication Facility

Thamas, Jennifer | 2010| SD12686| Cultural Resources Inventory of the Phase Il Southwest Fuels Rec

and Dan Hall Project, Campo Indian Reservation San Diego County, CA

Baksh, Michael, 2013 | SD14753| Archaeologicaurvg Report for the Campo Casino Wind Turbine Pr

Hillary Murphy, ang San Diego County, CA

Michael Connolly

Rinehart, Niels 2015| SD16482| Archaeologicaknsitivity Assessment Golden Acorn/E8&Eé,#.800

Golden Acorn Way, Campo San Diego County, CA,EBI project #6

A total of 117 cultural resources were identified in the records sear@mvoaréheReservationOf
these,38 resourceshave been recorded wholly or partially in tAPE (Table 12). Of the 38
previously recorded resourc@s, are prehistoric archaeologic#es,3 are multicomponent sites
(containing both prehistoric and histor&sourcek 4 are historic built environmemesources6
are historic archaeological sig 1 is a prehistoridsolate, andl is an archaeologicatite of

indeterminate agdhe cultural reources not listed in TableZlare included in the report with the

records search results as Confidential Appendix A.

Table 1-2
Previously Recorded Resources on the Reservation within 0.25 Milef the APE
ResourceNumber Period Type Dimensions
CASDI6981 Historic Highway 102 km (linear)
CASDI#7258 Indeterminate Bedrock Milling 100x 100 m
10212
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Table 1-2
Previously Recorded Resources on the Reservation within 0.25 Milef the APE
ResourceNumber Period Type Dimensions
CASD18198 Prehistoric Ceramic Scatter 10x15 m
CASD1#8939 Prehistoric Habitation 150 150 m
CASDi8946 Prehistoric Bedrock Milling 50x50 m
CASDI8%2 Prehistoric Bedrock Milling 7x5m
CASDI8963 Prehistoric Bedrock Milling 115x120 m
CASDI8968 Prehistoric Bedrock Milling 2x2m
CASDI8977 Multicomponent Temporary Cantfistoric Residence 90x90 m
CASD#8980 Prehistoric Rock Shelter 4x2m
CASD#8985 Prehistoric Bedrock Milling 3x2m
CASDI8986 Prehistoric Bedrock Milling Ix1m
CASDI9018 Prehistoric Ceramic Scatter 10x10 m
CASD#9050 Historic Government/Educational Building Rem| 185x128 m
CASD#9059 Historic Hisbric Wagon Road Linear
CASD117205 Historic Refuse Scatter 15x15m
CASD{20368 Prehistoric Habitation 210x95 m
CASD#20586 Prehistoric Lithic Scatter 40x30m
CASD#20587 Prehistoric Artifact Scatter 220x85 m
CASD{20588 Prehistoric Lith¢ Scatter 30x10m
CASD{20590 Historic Refuse Scatter 40x15m
CASDi{20591 Multicomponent Groundstone Tool; Well/Cisterns 19x12 m
CASD#20592 Prehistoric Habitation 200x235 m
CASD#20593 Prehistoric Ceramic Scatter 3.5x3m
CASD{20594 Multicomponent Artifact Scatter; Historic Refuse Scattenn 55x50 m
CASD{20597 Prehistoric Artifact Scatter 35x25 m
CASD#20598 Prehistoric Temporary Camp 60x50 m
CASD#20599 Prehistoric Bedrock Milling 20x20m
CASDI20604 Historic Refuse Stter 10x8 m
CASD120605 Prehistoric Artifact Scatter 40x35m
CASD#20607 Prehistoric Artifact Scatter 45x30m
CASD{20608 Prehistoric Bedrock Milling 20x30m
CASD#20610 Historic Refuse Scatter 12x12 m
CASD{20611 Historic Refuse Scatte 10x5m
CASDI21776 Prehistoric Temporary Camp 30x50 m
P-37024023 Historic Road Linear
P-37025680 Historic Railroad Linear
P-37-032854 Prehistoric IsolateLithic Flake N/A
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1.2.3 Record Search Results on Private Land

A records search was permed by Dudek using SCIC data for the entire parcel of private lands
under consideration of the Boulder Brush transmission line was conducted in 2017, plus a 1.0 mile
buffer around the parcel. The records search identflextudies that have been perfeed in the

search area, includintl that have covered at least paftthe APE(see Table -B). Due to the
overlapping records search areas, some studies listed in Fabdeelrepeated hergéhe entire

parcel was surveyed in the early 1980s as paatpbposed lot split for residential development
(WESTEC 1984. The 1983 cultural resource studippat WESTEC Services Inc. (WESTEC)
performed in support of the 1984 EIR for that project was not listed in the SCIC records, but is
referenced in BFSA’s 1998 study.

Table 1-3
Previous StudiesPerformed on Private Lands within 1.0Miles of the APE

Author | Year| SHPO ID| Title
Previous StudieghintheAPE

San Diego State | 1979 | SD01266| An Archaeological Survey of the Mc Cain Valley Ranch Property.
University

Brian F. Smith & 1998 | SD03558| Results of An Archaeological Studytiff8IM162 and S1166 at the Bi

Associates Country Specific Plan Project

WESTEGervices | 1984 | SD04654| Draft Environmental Impact Report Big Country Ranch Specifig Pl

Inc. of San Diego, EAD LogZ833

Brian F. Smith & | 2002 | SD06697| Big Country RaricReview of SIBL62 & 7146

Associates

ASM Affiliates 1985 | SD08653| Archaeological Investigations at the Big Country Ranch Project in
Valley, California

ASM Affiates 2007 | SD11373| Archaeological Survey of Eastern San Diego County Roauis, Trails
Campgrounds

SWCA 2008 | SD11977| FINAL CULTURAL RESOURCES SURVEY OF ALTERNATIVES

SUNRISE POWERLINK PROJECT IN IMPERIAL, ORANGE, RIV
AND SAN DIEGO COIES$T CALIFORNIA

ASM Affiliates 2010 | SD12711| Final Inventory Report of the Cultural Resources within the Appro
Diego Gas & Electric Sunrise Powerlink Final Environmentally Suy
Southern Route, San Diego and Imperial Counties, California.
ASMAffiliates 2011 | SD14001| Management PlanAochaeological Monitoring;R@&ew, and
Unanticipated Effects for the Tule Wind Project, McCain Valley, S:
County, California

ASM Affiliates 2011 | SD16221| Final Addendudtass Il Cultural Resouhresntory Report for the Tule
Wind Project, McCain Valley, San Diego County, California
ASM Affiliates 2011 | SD16222| Final Class Il and Clagsuliural Resources Inventory ReportTiaethe

WindProjectMcCain Valley, San Diego County, California
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Table 1-3

Previous StudiesPerformed on Private Lands within 1.0 Miles of the APE

Author

| Year| SHPO ID|

Title

Previous Studigsthin0.25Miles of theAPE

U.S.D.A. Forest 1980 | SD00890| Draft Plan and Environmental Assessment for Thing Mountain Co

Service, Cleveland Vegetation Management Project

National Forest

WESTEGervices | 1980 | SD01548| Final Rgort Cultural Resource Inventory of Manzanita Indian Rese

Inc. Manzanita, California

WESTEGervices | 1982 | SD01621| Final Report Campo Indian Reservation Cultural Resource Inventg

Inc.

ASM Affiliates 1981 | SD01990| The Archaeology of the McCain StalthyArea in Eastern San Diego
County, CaliforrdaScientific Class Il Cultural Resource Inventory

Brian F. Smith 1979 | SD03076| A first Level Mitigation of Archaeological-S#8(®Rancho Boulevard
Project, San Diego, California

WESTEGervices | 1980 | SD03260| Final Report: Cultural Resource Inventory of Manzanita Indian Re

Inc. Manzanita, California

ASM Affiliates 1980 | SD03285| The Archaeology of the McCain Valley Study Area in Eastern San
County, California: A Scientific Clagiutal Resource Inventory

Palomar College, | 1995 | SD04255| An Archaeological Survey of the Campo Indian Reservation Rentg

American Indian Help Housing Projects

Studies

WESTEGervices | 1982 | SD04365| Final Report Campo Indian Reseivaiittaral Resource Inventory

Inc.

Tierra Environmen{ 2000 | SD07426| Archaeological Survey Répotthe Manzanita Reservation Prescribe

Services BurningProjectSan Diego County, California

Brian F. Smith & | 2002 | SD08711| an Archaeological Surfee the Proposed Emergency Access Trail B

Associates Country Ranch

Tierra Environmen{ 2004 | SD09456| Archaeological Survey Report for the Kumeyaay Wind Energy Pro

Services Diego County, California

Tierra Environmen{ 2005 | SD09467| Cultural &ources Survey Report for the Campo Homes Project, C

Services Indian Reservation, San Diego County, California

David Caterino 2005 | SD09516| The Cemeteries and Gravestones of San Diego County: An Archa
Study

Brian F. Smith & | 2002 | SD09764| An Archaeological Survey for the Proposed Emergency Access T1

Associates County Ranch, County of San Diego, California

BLM 1982 | SD10689| Lark Canyon Motorcycle Trails and Trails and Trail Locations

Bureau of Indian | 2008 | SD11934| A Cultural Resourtegentory of a Proposed Wildlawmah Interface fuel

Affairs Reduction on the Campo Indian Resér&iobiego County, Californ

ASM Affiliates 2007 | SD12649| Eastern San Diego County Site Evaluati&T#4G20 AND GC3D}
17817

Tierra Environmen{ 2005 | SD14601| Cultural Resources Survey Report for the Campo Homes Project,

Sevices Indian Reservation, San Diego County, California

Hale, Micah 2011 | SD16223| Archaeological Testing and Evaluation ofStZ38, Tule Wind
Project, McCain Valian Diego County, California
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The records search identifidé2 cultural resources that have been identified within 1.0 mile of
the Project Areg 16 of these are within the APE. THkb resources in the APE includi3
prehistoric archaeological sitek historic-era archaeological site, adsites with both historic
and prehistoric components (Tablel)l An additionall46 resources have been recorded within
1 mile of the APEThose resources are listed in Confidential Appendiinéluding both private
and Reservation land36 prehistoric archaeological sité&smulti-component sites] historicera
archaeological siteg,isolate,4 built environment resourceandl site of indeterminate adeve
been recorded in the APE.

Table 1-4
PreviousRecorded Resurceson Private Lands within 1.0 Miles of the APE

ResourceNumber | Period \ Type | Dimensions
Resources within the APE
CASD14005 Prehistoric Rock Shelter 30x30 m
CASD#7136 Prehistoric Temporary Camp 30%x30 m
CASD#7138 Prehistoric Rock Shelter 5x10m
CASD#7139 Multicomponent Ranching; Ceramic Scatter 100100 m
CASD#7140 Prehistoric Temporary Camp 30%x10 m
CASD#7145 Prehistoric Temporary Camp 30x60m
CASD#7146 Multicomponent Temporary Camp; Historic Refuse [ 10x10 m
CASD-7148 Prehistoric Artifact Scatter 20x10
CASDI7149 Prehistoric Bedrock Milling 20x20 m
CASDI#7151/7162 | Prehistoric Habitation 500x 400 m
CASD4#7152 Prehistoric Temporary Camp 10050 m
CASD#7156 Prehistoric Habitation 300x250 m
CASDI7163 Prehistoric Temporary Camp 20x20 m
CASD118048 Historic Structure Remains 7x6m
CASD#18049 Prehistoric Artifact Scatter 30x25m
CASD#19859 Prehistoric Artifact Scatter 167x25 m
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2 REGULATORY CONTEXT

This study was completed in colrgnce with federal cultural reswes laws and regulations
including Section 106 of the NHRPAInderSectionl106, historic and archaeological districts, sites,
buildings, structures, and objects are assigned significance based on their exceptional value o
quality inillustrating or interpretindnistory, architecture, archaeology, engineering, and culture.

A number of criteria are used in denstrating resource importance, and these are described below.

21 36 CFR 800 and Section 106 of the NHPA

The NHPA etablished the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and the President’s
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, and provided that states may establish State Historic
Preservation Officers (SHPOSs) to carry out some of the functions of the NHPAsigloi§icantly

for federal agencies responsible for managing cultural resources, Section 106 of the NHPA directs
that “[t]he head of any Federal agency having direct or indirect jurisdiction over a proposed Federal

or federally assisted undertaking in aByate and the head of any Federal department or
independent agency having authority to license any undertaking shall, prior to the approval of the
expenditure of any Federal funds on the undertaking or prior to the issuance of any license, as the
case maype, take into account the effect of the undertaking on any district, site, building, structure,
or object that is included in or eligible for inclusion in the NRHP.” Section 106 also affords the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservatioa reasonable opponity to comment on the
undertaking (16 USC 470f).

The protection of historic properties is covered urBeCode of Federal Regulations, Part 800
(36 CFR 800) which implements Section 106 of the NHPA. It defines the steps necessary to
identify historicproperties (those cultural resources listed in or eligible for listing in the NRHP),
including consultation with federally recognized Native American tribes to identify resources with
important cultural values; to determine whether or not they may be safiveaffected by a
proposed undertaking; and to outline the process for eliminating, reducing, or mitigating the
adverse effects.

The content of 36 CFR 60.4 defines criteria for determining eligibility for listing in the NRHP. The
significance of culturatesources identified during an inventory must be formally evaluated for
historical significance in consultation with the California SHPO to determine if the resources are
eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. Cultural resources may be considered eligibistifay if they
possess integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association.

Regarding criteria A through D of Section 108 CFR 60.4)the quality of significance in

American history, architecture, archaeology, ieagring, and culture is present in districts,
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cultural resources, buildings, structures, and objects that possess integrity of location, design,
setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association, and that:

A. Are associated with events that have madggnificant contribution to the broad patterns
of our history; or

B. Are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or

C. Embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or that
represent the work of aaster, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a
significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction; or

D. Have yielded or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.

The currenevaluation of prehistoricultural resources was performed with the intent of assessing
historical significanceinder Criterion D. The ability of an archaeological site to yield important
information to history or prehistory is based upon the site’s ability to address specific research
themes. The research themes addressed in thisarigyesented i€hapter 3, and these derive
from the cultural resources overview presented in this chapter, above.

The Advisory Council on Historic Preservatigmovidesmethodological and conceptual guidance
for identifying historic properties. In 36 CFR 800.4, the steps necessary for identifying historic
properties include:

1 Determine and document the APE (36 CFR 800.16(d)
1 Review existing information on historic propesgiwithin the APE, including preliminary data

1 Confer with consulting parties to obtain additional information on historic properties or
concerns about effects to these

1 Consult with Native American tribes (36 CFR 800.3(f)) to obtain knowledge on resources
that are identified with places which they attach cultural or religious significance

91 Appropriate fieldwork (including phased identification and evaluation)

1 Apply NRHP criteria to determine a resource eligibility for NRHP listing

Fulfilling these steps is gerally thought to constitute a reasonable effort to identify historic
properties within the APE for an undertaking. The obligations of a federal agency must also assess
whether an undertaking will have an adverse effect on cufesalrcesAn undertakng will have

an adverse effect wh¢B6 CFR Part 800.5(1))

...an undertaking may alter, directly or indirectly, any of the characteristics of a
historic property hat qualify the property for inclusion in the National Register in a
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manner that would diministine integrity of the property's location, design, setting,
materials, workmanship, feeling, associationConsideratiorshall be given to all
qualifying characteristics of a historic propeity;ludingthose that may have been
identified subsequent tihe original evaluation of thegroperty's eligibility for the
National Register. Adverse effects may include reasonbBirgseeable effects
caused by the undertaking that may occur later in time, be farther removed in
distance or beumuative.

The processf determining whether an undertaking may have an adverse effect requires the federal
agency to confer with consulting parties in order to appropriately consider all relevant stakeholder
concerns and values. Consultation regarding the treatment of achtaperty may result in a
Programmatic Agreement (PA) and/or Memorandum of Agreement between consulting parties
that typically include the lead federal agency, SHPO, and Native American tribes if they agree to
be signatories to these documents. Treatmeéocuments-whether resourespecific or
generalized-provide guidance for resolving potential or realized adverse effects to known historic
properties or to those that may be discovered during implementdtitve undertaking. In all
cases, avoidance ofleerse effects to historic properties is the preferred treatment measure and it
is generally the burden of the federal agency to demonstrate why avoidance may not be feasible.
Avoidance of adverse effects may notfeasible ifit would compromise the obgéves of an
undertaking that can be reasonably said to have public benefit. Othearai@eological
considerations about the benefit of an undertaking may also apply, resulting in the determination
that avoidance is not feasible. In general, avoidan@dweérse effects is most difficult when a
permitted undertaking is being implemented, such as identification of an MRiilbe
archaeological reairce during earthmoving.

2.2 Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act

The Native American Gkaes Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) of 1990, as amended
(Public Law 1031601; 104 Stat. 3048; 25 USC 3001 et saxsbablishes rights of federally
recognized Indian groups and Native Hawaiian organizations to claim ownership of certain
cultural itams (including human remains, funerary objects, sacred objects, and objects of cultural
patrimony) held or controlled by federal agencies and museums that receive federal funds.
NAGPRA requires agencies and museums to identify holdings of such remairigexstd and to

work with American Indias toward their repatriation. Permits for the excavation and/or removal

of cultural items protected by the act requimmerican Indianconsultation, as do inadvertent
discoveries of cultural items made during fedeaaldl use activities. When cultural items are
encountered inadvertently, the person who discovered them must cease the activity that caused
them to encounter the items in the area of discovery, must make a reasonable effort to protect the
items discovered mal must notify, in writing, the secretary of the appropriate department or agency
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head with primary management authority over the land in question and the apprupreatean

Indian tribe or Native Hawaiian organization with respect to tribal lands, awknor readily
ascertainable (43 USC 1601 et 3egpon certification by these parties that notification has been
received, the activity may resume after 30 daye. Secretary of the Interior’s implementing
regulations areodified unde43 CFR 10 The goal of this act is to reunite human remains and
grave goods with the appropriadénerican Indianor Native Hawaiian descendarasd to enter

into consultation regarding the ultimate disposition of cultural items under federal control. This
act contains provisions for data gathering, reporting, consultation, and issuance of permits. All
federal agencies, other than the Smithsonmstitution, are required to comply with NAGPRA

with federally recognized tribes.

Becausea portion ofthe ProjectSite is located onTribal land, federal lawge.g., NAGPRA)
pertaining to the discovery and treatmkas been and will continue to fmdlowed. For instance,

the Tribewas contacted upon discovery of potential human remains and a site visit with Dudek
andthe Tribe’s Secretary Marcus Cuero occurred on September 18, 2018. Following the site visit,
Dr. Madeleinel. Hinkes of the San Diego Coun@oroner’s office was contacted to make the
formal identification othe remains. On September 27, 2018, Dr. Hines identified the remains as
human. The BIA was informed in order to start the NAGPRA process, although the BIA
determined that Campo would Heetresponsible agency under NAGPRA. To date, the remains
are still at the site, on the ground surface where they were identified. Transmission poles and other
Projectcomponents in the vicinity of the remains have been redesigned in order to avoid ighpactin
the remaingsee Confidential Appendix D)

2.3 Archaeological Resources Protection Act

The Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA) of 19@9 amended) protects
archaeological resources on public and Indian lamte act requires anyone that exat@s or
removes archaeological resources form such lands obtain a permit from the federal land manager;
permits may be issued(if6 USC 470cc)

1. The applicant is qualified, to carry out the permitted activity,

2. The activity is undertaken for the purposefurthering archaeological knowledge in the
public interest,

3. The archaeological resources which are excavated or removed from public lands will
remain the property of the United States, and such resources and copies of associated
archaeological records amthta will be preserved by a suitable university, museum, or
other scientific or educational institution, and

10212

DUDEK 26 May 2019


http://www.cr.nps.gov/nagpra/MANDATES/INDEX.HTM
http://www.cr.nps.gov/nagpra/MANDATES/INDEX.HTM

Cultural Resources Inventory and Evaluation Report
for the Campo Wind Project with Boulder Brush Facilities

4. The activity pursuant to such permit is not inconsistent with any management plan
applicable to the public lands concerned.

Prior to the issuancef a permit of Indian lands, the individual or tribe owning the land must
provide consent for the excavation or removal of archaeological resources, and any permit shall
include any provisions requested by the individual or triliee act alsgprohibits the sale,
exchange, or transportation of any archaeological resources obtained in violation of the act and
provides for criminal and civil penalties for violations of the act.
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3 RESEARCH DESIGN

The objective of the evaluatigomortion of this Project was to obtain archaeological assemblage
data that could be used to evaluate historical significance under CEQA and County guidelines. The
following discussion identifies potential questions and appropriate archaeological evidimnte wi

a series of broad research themes that derive from theory about human behavior and ecology.
General issues pertinent to the assessment of the sites include determination of the extent and
integrity of cultural deposits, age, cultural affiliation, dibection, and subsistence. Given the
extensive research completed at archaeological sites in the local area, this research design has been
developed to address the kinds of resources identified during the inventory completed for this
Project, and to buildn the extensive research completed at archaeological sites in the local area.
Notably, this research design considers only the most basic historic themes since no historic refuse
dumps or artifact scatters were identified in the ADI, and it is unlikely they would be found
inadvertently during excavations at prehistoric sites.

3.1 Integrity and Structure of Archaeological Deposits

To assess the research potential of an archaeological site, its horizontal distribution and vertical
depth must be delingad. Of particular importance is the integrity of the deposits: whether or not
features or surfaces are preserved and whether the potential exists for identifying horizontal and
vertical spatial patterning in the evidence for prehistoric behavior.

A variety of postdepositional disturbances can greatly alter the original character of prehistoric
sites (Gross and RobbiWgade 2008; Schiffer 1987; Waters 1992). Formation processes such as
alluvial deposition, erosion, bioturbation, and modern disturbanceaasiderably affect the
integrity of archaeological sites. Here, attempts are made to identify and interpret the processes
that formed the site, with particular attention given to the character efdepsisitional processes

and the extent to which thenve affected the integrity of the archaeological deposits.

The testing program applied to archaeological deposits withiAEHehas been used to address
the following issues:

1 Does the horizontal and vertical extent of the archaeological record represgnticus
or discrete occupation?

1 Is it possible to discern depositional versus Jdegtositional processes that have contributed
to the present condition of the archaeological record? In other words, what are the factors, both
natural and anthropogenibat have altered the position and condition of artifacts?
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1 What kinds of features have been preserved (e.g., hearths, earth ovens)? Are there features
that are highly disrupted by postdepositional processes but still recognizable? Can these
features be assmted with particular functions?

1 By examining spatial patterns in the horizontal distribution of artifacts, is it possible to
discern areas that were associated with specific functions? Do patterns in the vertical
distribution of artifacts tell us anythtgrabout changes in the function, materials exploited,
or human activities through time?

1 At historical archaeological sites, is there evidence of overlapping dump episodes, such as
multiple points of concentration or concentration of artifacts of a ceatgf

Investigating the integrity of archaeological deposits has at its core investigation of the structure
of these deposits. Human occupation can sometimes result in the development of discrete
occupation areas that take advantage of particularly comtdamdforms, or patches of useful
resources. Indeed, such a “mapping-on” strategy is common to residentially mobile hunter-
gatherersvho are thought to have inhabited the region for the entire Holocene, and oftentimes
produced occupational loci of conteated habitation debris. If loci can be defined, several
guestions arise as to their interrelatedness:

1 Is there any discernable spatial patterning within and between loci that can be used to
interpret overall human occupation of the landscape?

1 How can idatified loci be managed considering site boundary requirements of the local
California Historical Resource Information System (CHRIS) information center, and thus
facilitate agency management of the resources?

3.2 Chronological Placement

Chronological isses are basic to any archaeological research design, as they provide the primary
framework of prehistory. Previous research in the southern San Diego region has documented a
range of prehistoric sites dating to both the Archaic (6000 BC to AD 500) andPtediestoric

periods (posAD 500), and more recently, even to the Paleoindian period6(j#@ BC) with a

series of roasting pits identified at SDG&E’s ECO Substation radiocarbon dated as early as 9,700
years BP. Data recovery and monitoring efforts & SID+7074 for theECO Substation project,

located in southeastern San Diego County, documented more than 100 “thermal features” (e.g., earth

ovens, roasting pits, hearths) having radiocarbon dates spanning much of the last 10,000 years of
prehistory. Thé&aCOSubsection project documented assemblages with large numbers of crude flake
and cobble tools with smaller frequencies of late Holocene markers such as arrow points and
ceramics. Groundstone at that site is also somewhat common, represented by oniéingsd
handstones (rather than mortars and pestles). The distribution of such artifacts was found to be
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widespread, but also occurred in recognizable clusters. Aside from arrow points and ceramics, the
same basic toolkit of crude flake and cobble tonl groundstone characterized deposits identified
more than 20 feet (7 meters) deep. To be sure, thermal features were one of the most common site
constituents identified on that projeethese consisting mostly of a scatter of burned rock and ash
infused sdiments with low frequencies of associate artifacts and virtually no faunal bone.

Potential research issues derived from this basic problem include:

1 How did the transition from the Archaic period to the Late Prehistoric period occur? This
transition is cheacterized by shifts in (i) food storage and cooking technology with the
inception of ceramics, and (ii) hunting technology with the addition of the bow and arrow.
These shifts did not occur simultaneously (cf. McDonald et al. 1993), and their implications
for local population expansion in the Late Prehistoric period are unknown.

1 Was there a shift in emphasis of acorn use during the Late Prehistoric period? The mortar
and pestle appear to have been added to the repertoire of food processing tools during the
Late Prehistoric period, but in limited quantities compared to handstones (Hale 2001, 2009;
Hale et al. 2010). Is there evidence for earlier use of bedrock mortars? Is the addition of
the mortar and pestle correlated to the inception of ceramics irgibe e:nd/or intensified
use of a particular resource?

Chronological controls are essential to any archaeological investigation to develop an understanding
of temporal trends in toolkits, artifact styles, and other material patterning that can informam hum
behavior. When evaluating the significance of an archaeological resource, chronological control is
provides the ability to place a resource in time and assess its value for contributing to local and regional
patterns in prehistory. For this reason, salvether basic questions concerning the temporal data
potential of evaluated sites pertain to the current study, including:

Can the chronological placement of project sites be determined?

What kinds of chronometric data can project sites provide? Howdedhey correlate in
terms of the age estimates they provide (e.g., projectile point types vs. obsidian hydration
dates; cans vs. bottles).

91 Are there data indicating the presence of multiple occupation episodes at project sites?

Do diagnostic artifacts gear to fit with temporal patterns recognized in the surrounding
region? Are there any unique diagnostic items present?

1 Can chronometric data from project sites help to refine dating schemes in the local region?
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Potential chronometric evidence from tA®E includes radiocarbon dates, obsidian hydration
measurements, and diagnostic artifact forms. Radiocarbon dates are generally the most precise and
reliable form of chronometric evidence, and they provide the foundation for the region’s prehistoric
chronology. However, obsidian hydration measurements may have a more direct cultural interpretation
as they are individually less expensive to run, and they can address very late prehistoric to protohistoric
time periods that cannot be distinguished through radionadating. Chronologically diagnostic
artifacts include various projectile point forms and pottery, although these only define very broad time
periods. Specific types or attributes of buffware ceramics may have a potential to define somewhat
more preciséime ranges, but that potential is not yet well established.

For historic sites, time sensitive artifacts are usually limited to items with maker’s marks, specific
manufacture styles, or coins. However, it is common for particular artifact to have maneudiates

that are much broader than those for another artifact class. This makes, determining the age of
consumption for any given class difficult, if not impossible. For this reason, the date of refuse disposal
is more pertinent for refuse deposits thia not located at homesites; and this is usually determined

by the early manufacture date on the youngest artifact for each dump event. Hale et al. (2010) document
a widespread pattern of dumping items of mixed manufacture and consumption age a# thfe resu
homesite cleanup and efite dumping. If refuse deposits are located at a homesite, assessing the age
of consumption for historic artifacts is an approximation based on overlapping manufacture dates,
taking into account the earliest and latest jpbsslates. Assemblages that cannot be securely placed
chronologically would be less likely to possess a significant research potential. Of course, archival
research can provide direct information on the date of construction and occupancy for historic
homegtes and lands used for agricultural, ranching, or mining.

3.3 Settlement and Site Function

Interpretation of the study sites depends upon an assessment of their places within the larger
settlemenssubsistence system of their occupants. Sites belongifignttional types that are
relatively ubiquitous within the region would be less likely to be considered significant than
unusual site types. Sites with evidence of multiple functions may possess richer information
content than relatively simple sites; dretother hand, singleinction sites may have a greater
research potential than multiplienction sites if the residues from the various activities at the latter
cannot be effectively differentiated.

Evidence for the functional uses represented by thecsitee from surface observations made
during both the survey and testing phases, as well as through the results of subsurface excavations.
Interpretations of functions rest upon both the range and the relative and absolute frequencies of
various classes déatures, artifacts, and ecofacts.
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Widespread and substantial occupation during the Late Prehistoric period has been documented in
the vicinity of the APE and within the greater Peninsular Ranges (Cook 1985; Hale et al. 2010;
Hector 1984; McDonald et al993; Meighan 1959; Williams et al. 2014b), particularly during the

last 1,000 years, based on large numbers of ceramic sherds. The Late Prehistoric is a time when
significant shifts in settlement and subsistence may have occurred.

While several importantrphistoric sites and ethnohistoric villages have beesnsitely studied

in western San Diego Countye character of settlement and subsistence shifts have not been fully
explored. A key variable in understanding social organization during this tirthe ikind of
socioeconomic shifts that occurred after adoption of the bow and arrow and the subsequent
widespread use of ceramics. Specific data requirements include information on arrow point
manufacture, general patterns of lithic reduction, and raw rabtse, including the use of exotic
stone. Questions to be considered include the following:

1 Was arrow point production occurring at sites inAfid, or were points being discarded
in exhausted condition?

1 What does the debitage assemblage imply abdmifptoduction and/or maintenance of
stone tools at project sites?

Information on ceramic vessel forms and functions, and their diversity, is also critical for
determining whether residential occupation was brief or prolonged. For example, data regarding
the function of a vessel may help to explain whether and to what extent plant foods were exploited
(Eerkens 2001). Also, evidence of clay residues and other manufacturing residues, may indicate
that clay vessels were being manufactured at sites liRheFnally, the manufacture and use of
groundstone implements in conjunction with the ubiquitous milling elements withiDltban

help clarify the nature of site occupation and settlement duration. Shaped handstones and pestles
can be an indication that pdptions are somewhat mobile, implying use insfé contexts; the

idea being that shaping can reduce mass, thereby reducing transport costs (Hale 2001).

The single most common identifying element of archaeological sites ARBE@nd surrounding
regionis lithic quarrying for stone tool manufacture. Therefore, data from the current Project
investigation can be used to clarify local settlement. Boulders and cobbles derived from the nearby
Santiago Peak Formation were quarried/collected from sites sumguh@ APE. What was left

behind can be as valuable for understanding prehistoric mobility as the lithic matetigsrda
discarded at nearby najuarry sites. A detailed lithic analysis of archaeological deposits within
the ADI will help clarify local huntergatherer mobility. These analyses can also benefit from
comparison to extensive quarry studies completed for the Otay Mesa area (McDonald et al. 1993)
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as well as to the east near Jacumba (Comeau and Hale 2015), or for desert pavement quarries
locakd in the southeastern Mojave near Twentynine Palms (Giambastiani et al. 2008).

Considering historical resources, the kinds of artifacts present, the activities they represent, and
their overall proportions can give some indication of where refuse omginand why it was
abandoned at its place of discard. The main question for historical archaeological sites is:

1 What is the nature of refuse at historic sites? Are proportions of consumptive, household,
industrial, and other artifacts substantial enougthetive context of origin(s)?

1 Are any maker’s marks on historic artifacts indicative of specific places of manufacture?

Do they provide any information about where particular goods might have been purchased
or otherwise obtained?

These kinds of questiongearelevant for understanding the nature of historical occupation,
including at homesites or agricultural facilities (i.e., field worker residential areas). Archival
research helps bolster field data by documenting past historical landowners, lease bolders
residents, and by documenting historical changes in the local landscape. While it is virtually
impossible to tie historic refuse deposits to residential or agricultural sites, it is possible to identify
potential sources of refuse and make informedi@ptions about its origin.

3.4 Subsistence

The issues related to subsistence are interwoven with the previously discussed settlement, and this
section complements the issues discussed previously. Unfortunately, animal remains and
invertebrate remains weneticeably lacking in the ADI. However, plant and animal remains may

be recovered for sites which have not been evaluated yet. Some questions that can be addressed
with these materials include:

1 Are floral and faunal remains present in archaeological aspos

Which specific resources were exploited?

Can changes in the emphasis on specific resources be detected and are these changes related
to changes in procurement?

91 Do recovered resources provide indications of seasonal harvesting or occupation oPthe area

To address these issues, floral remains could be recovered from flotation of feature or midden soils,
should they be encountered. Subsistence is often assessed indirectly through technology. Groundstone
tools are a good indicator that plant processirauwed, while projectile points generally indicate

animal exploitation. With such tools noticeably absent in the ADI, subsistence must be indirectly
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inferred from flakebased implements. Such inferences have been the norm in greater San Diego
County sincethe earliest archaeological work was completed, and especially during the 1960s
emphasis on investigating “Millingstone Horizon” assemblages with their abundant scraping tools
(Kaldenberg 1982; Warren 1967). The robust archaeological literature compiled fegion in the

decades since has helped refine assumptions about the purpose of cobble tools, making inferences
about subsistence less tenuous (Buonasera 2013; Hale 2001; Kowta 1969).

As with prehistoric sites, the issues related to subsistenca@ihsstes are also interwoven with
the previously discussed settlement organization, and this section complements the issues
discussed previously.

The primary question to address at historic sites is:

1 Are artifacts present that provide information on khels of foods consumee.g, food
cans, glass bottles)?

The data necessary to address this issue is generally limited to the kinds of food containers and
food processing items found at historical archaeological sites as well as potential food remains,
such as butchered animal remains.
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4 METHODOLOGY

This section describes the techniques employed to identify archaeological resources witliin the
APE. All methods exceed the Secretary of Interior’s guidelines, as do all Project personnel fotheir
respective rolesAs described in Chapter 1ripr to initiating fieldwork, prefield research was
completed consisting of records seashat the SCICto obtain records for previsly recorded
cultural resourceand any other relewa documentation including but not limited to previous
culturalresources investigation reports aats data.The records seardbr reservation lanevas
performed with the permission of Campo Tribal Chairman Goff.

4.1 Survey Methods

Dudek conducted an iemsive pedestrian survexf 1,4018 acresof the APE (the remaining
1,366.2acres were surveyed by ASf@aniels and Schaefer 2013ale et al. 201)B3and the results

of those studies area incorporated heréihg surveywasconduded by walking 15 m intenal
transecs; however, actual survey transect spasiaged dependingn ground visibility. Area

with dense vegetation utilized narrol® m transect spacing and areas vgtieaterground
visibility at times allowed for thenaximum transect width df5 m. Road cuts, rodent burrows,

and other areas of exposed ground were opportunistically examined for evidence of subsurface
artifacts, midden soils, and other indications of potential buried materials. Bedrock outcrops were
also targeted in order to identifyilling featuresAll survey transects were oriented parallel to the
long-axis of the APE, or to major topographic features. Transect spacing was kept using a
combination of compasseke Trimbke GeoXT, andield tabletsequippedwvith a mobile Eri GIS
application with realtime locations plotted on aerials. The crew moved together as a team to ensure
accurate transect spacing and to facilitate resource identification. Upon discovery of an artifact or
feature, the entire crew stopped while the person wadenthe find determined what it was. At

the sameitne, all other crew membectosely inspected the area around their individual transects.
Upon discovery of a sit&-5 m interval transectsereused to identify each artifact and feature

When recording aite, visible artifacts were marked with pin flags to delineate the size and
boundaries of its surface deposit. Once artifacts and features were identified, crew members
completed the following tasks, irrespective of site type: fill out field versioi3RR resource

forms; produce a site sketch map; make a detailed surface artifact inventory; fully describe any
features; take highesolution digital site photographs, including cleges of important or
prominent features and diagnostic artifacts; recOmlversal Transverse MercatotJTM)
coordinates at the locations of formal artifadegtures,and the site boundary. Easite was
assigned a resource identifier for tracking during post field data processing. No santiéaet
colleciedduring the inverdry.
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ASM’s survey (Hale et al. 2013 and supplemental survey (Daniels and Schaefer 2013) used the
samegeneralfield methods for survey and recordation.

Minimally, all identified resources were recorded with a-teme corrected TrimbleéseoXT

Global Podiioning System (GPS) ceiver with submeter accuracy. An Apple 3rd Generation

iPad equipped with thedfi ArcGIS application was also used for mapping and navigation.
Standard Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) 523 series resource forms were used to
document all resources, including updating previously recorded sites. Ovecalinentation of

cultural resources complied with the Office of Historic Preservation (OHP) and Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Archaeology and Historic Preservation (48 FR 44716
44740) and the California Office of Historic Preservation Planning Bulletin NumberDR&).

site forms for each resource are included in Appendix B.

4.2 Evaluation Methods

The Phase Il evaluatiomas directed at previously urauated sitetocated wholly or partially in
thearea of direct impact#\DI), which comprises an area of approxima®&l@acresin total (800
acres on the Campo Reservation and 110 on privately owned. |@idfe 144 extant cultural
resources found witn the APE, 6 are located within the ADHK( sites, 20 isolates, and four built
environment resources). Three of the built environment resources (two roads and one railroad) and
11 archaeological sitesere evaluated for other projects under Section ft@#&e resources are
discussed below, but no further evaluation efforts were performed at this tialeatiton efforts
were focused on tH&0 archaeological resources within the ABdt have not yet been evaluatad

well as one historic roadNone of he cultural resources located outside the ADuld be directly

or indirectly impacted by thdevelopmentTheresources evaluated herein consist of five historic
sites, 19 prehistoric sites, six sites with both historic and prehistoric components, dnstarie
road.Archaeologicatesting effortdor each resourceerefocused orthose portions of the site that

fall within the ADI. Portions of cultural resources that fall outside the ADI were not evaluated
because theyould not bedirectly or indiredy impacted by thelevelopment

The methods used during this archaeological evaluation have been designed according to methods
and procedures developed by Dudek and others over many years of archaeological study in
Southern California, and they comply Wwitederal and state guidelines regarding cultural resource
evaluations and eligibility recommendations (Giambastiani and Basgall 2000; Hale and Becker
2006; Hale and Comeau 2010; Schaefer 1994, 2000a). Field methods and techniques are intended
to maximizeartifact recovery from sparse archaeological deposits, while at the same time allowing
for the careful documentation, exposure, and removal of surface and subsurface features and
affording a practical level of provenience control. Because many knownatudeposits consist
primarily of surface manifestations, having only limited quantities of artifacts buried at shallow
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depths, recovery efforts must emphasize surface collection as much as subsurface testing to obtain
artifact samples large enough for mieaful technological and statistical analyses. Artifact
treatments focused on examining aspects of morphology, condition, technology, and function.
Analytical interpretations are approached largely from a functiovaérialist perspective, with
patterns © artifact production, use, and discard being viewed within a framework of a
socioeconomic adaptation with a utilitarian technological system.

Evaluation methods are essentially sampling methods geared toward recovering a reasonable
sized assemblage tatiesate the density and diversity of the cultural deposit, and to expose enough
of the site deposit to determine integrity. A general approach is described below, from surface
inspection and collection to the various kinds of subsurface investigation d€@igns of site
specific methods are described next, with particular attention paid to excavation unit distribution
relative to proposed areas of impact.

The first step in each site evaluation was tdooate artifact concentrations, features, and
landforms as described in the original site forms and inventory letter report. Each site was then
subjected to an intensive surface survey with regatarval (2 to 5 m)sweeps of the site surface,

and pinflagging of artifacts, concentrations, and featuoesanfirm the originally mapped items

and site boundaries. This phase was made more efficient with the use efaxt@drpin flags
representing diagnostic artifacts, features, etc. After the site was defined wilhgginthe
artifacts were collected drtheir positions were recorded with a decimeiecurate Trimble GPS

unit and a iPad equipped with georeferenqadposed Project maps.

Concentrations or areas where artifact density was relatively higher than other portions of the site were
mapped andatlected separately from any artifacts and materials collected atspgoific site. Non

specific, sitewide surface collection was the minimal collection method conducted at every site where
artifacts were still preser@ontrolled surface collectiomethods(CSC)were used to collect surface
artifacts formal grids in order to compare surface density variations across a site. CSCs vary in
size but typically measurésIn by 15 m or 10m by 10m and weraivided into individual 5n by

5 mquadrantswhereall cultural materials noted on the ground surfaeeecollected by quadrant,

with close attention paid to any specific spatial distributions found within the CSC. CSCs were
placed in areas identified as having higher concentrations of artifacts, anghogsdnle at least
oneCSCwasplaced in such concentrations.

Numerous types of units were used for field evaluations for the Project. All units were excavated
with square corners to enable their expansion to more thoroughly explore deposits. Shovel test
pits (STPs) are small; 0.5 m0.25 m exploratory units excavated in@@ increments to depths

of no more than 80 cm, and typically spaced at 10 to 20 m intervals or subjectively placed. It is
Dudek’s experience that excavation below 80 cm in an STP increases the probability of error in
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determining the depth of artifact recovery because of the extensive sidewall scraping that occurs
to remove matrix at lower depths. STPs are typically used to explore the edges of cultural
deposits, providing a positilteegative indication with little reliability in terms of estimating
depth of cultural deposits or integrity.

In cases where surface artifacts were present but the STPs and other units excavated strongly
suggested minimal sedurface cultural deposits, suréascrape units (SSUUypically measuring

2 x 2 mto 3x 3 m, excavated in one Ifn level in an effort to collected the maximum artifact
deposit with only minimal excavation locations where the potential for sediment accumulation was
limited (e.g., areaef nearsurface bedrock, or erosional surfaces). SSUs can provide plan views

of shallow features not seen from the surface, as well as help determine whether surface materials
are in fact a significant subsurface deposit. If substantial quantities ettstdre uncovered and
identified during STP or SSU excavation, axXx 1 m control unit (CU) or 1m x 0.5 m shovel

test unit (STUwould be used to explore the feature. CUs would typically be excavated in standard
10cmlevels.STUs are excavated in t8hor 20cm levels.

All excavated matrix, regardless of unit type, was screened througimcti§3 mm) mesh.
Typically, most of the excavation at prehistoric sites terminated between 20 and 40 cm below the
surface, when either subcultural compact sediment®edrock was typically encountered.
Sediment profiles from STPs were recorded and photographed where appropriate, with small
sediment samples taken for Munsell color and constituent classification. Should Ctésllzg u

any sites not yet excavated, thediment profiles will be drawn and photographed, as these will
provide a better understanding of site formation processes and disturbances.

The sites were mapped using a Trimble Pathfinder GPS receiver wittinreatorrection
capabilities and down to Xdnaccuracy to plot all surface artifacts, excavation units (STPs, CSCs,
SSUs STUs, and CUs and the boundaries of any defined loci, concentrations, and features. The
GPS was also used to record site boundaries, landform edges, drainages, roadsr egldwatht

surface information. In addition to the mapping, a series of overview photographs were taken to
show the site landscape situation and condition. Photographs were also taken of features or other
site attributes when appropriate.

Table 41 presets levels of field effort expended e 30 sites that were subjected to excavation
and/or additional field documentatialuring the evaluation within the ADI. The variation in the
numbers and kinds of excavation units per site was based on the diffeians&e and
composition of each sit&wenty-two isolates in the ADI are not included below, as no field efforts
were performed for those resources.
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Table 4-1
Level of Effort for Evaluated Siteswithin the ADI

Dimensions
Primary Trinomial Period (Meter9 STP CsC SSuU STU
Previously Recorded Resources
P-37007139 CASD#7139 Multicomponent| 100 x 100 3 0 0 0
P-37008962 CASD1#8962 Prehistoric 7x5 3 0 0 0
P-37008977 CASDi8977 Multicomponent 90 x 90 2 0 0 0
P-37009018 CASDi{9018 Prehistoric 10x 10 2 0 0 0
P-37-009050 CASD#9050 Historic 185 x 125 6 0 0 1
P-37025856 CASD#17205 Historic 15x 15 3 0 0 0
P-37032166 CASD#20368 Prehistoric 210 x 95 14 0 2 1
P-37:032441 CASD{20587 Prehistoric 220 x 85 15 0 0 0
P-37:032442 CASD{20588 Prehistoric 30x10 3 0 0 0
P-37032444 CASD#20590 Historic 40 x 15 3 0 0 0
P-37032445 CASDi#20591 Multicomponent 19x12 0 0 0 0
P-37:032446 CASD{#20592 Prehistoric 200 x 235 13 0 1 0
P-37-032447 CASD#20593 Prehistoric 35x3 1 0 1 0
P-37032561 CASD#20597 Prehistoric 35x25 6 0 0 0
P-37032458 CASD#20604 Historic 10x8 1 0 0 0
P-37:032459 CASD{20605 Prehistoric 40 x 35 2 0 0 0
P-37:032462 CASD{20608 Prehistoric 20 x 30 3 0 0 0
Newly Identified Resources
ECWERBWO011 | N/A Prehistac 82 x 47 5 0 3 0
CWSS-007 N/A Multicomponent 50 x40 5 0 0 0
CWSS-008 N/A Prehistoric 3x2 3 0 0 0
CWSS-009 N/A Prehistoric 4x2 3 0 0 0
CWsSs-010 N/A Prehistoric 20 x 38 3 0 0 0
CWss011 N/A Historic 22 x 114 4 0 0 0
CWSsSs012* N/A Prehigiric 60 x 30 - - - -
TWS007 N/A Prehistoric 150 x 118 8 0 2 1
TWS-008 N/A Prehistoric 105 x 98 7 0 0 0
TWS012 N/A Prehistoric 106 x 35 11 0 0 0
TWS015 N/A Multicomponent 95 x 20 5 0 0 0
TWS017 N/A Prehistoric 53 x17 3 0 0 0
TWS-030 N/A Muti-component 47 x 83 3 0 0 0
*  Evaluation efforts pending
4.3 Native American Correspondence and Participation

At leastone tribalmonitor was present with eachirgsey crew Dudek contracted Red Talil
Environmental Incto provide monitors for survegffortsin 2017. Red Tail monitors included
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Justin LintonandGabe KitchenDudek contractethe Tribeto provide tribal monitors for survey
efforts in 2018 Native American monitorgrom the Tribeincluded Monique LaChappa, Andrea
Najera, Lewis ConnellyRhilip Paipa, Ron Cuero, Jon Jonasd Gerricho Dyche.

Marcus Cuero, also dhe Tribe and Ron Cuergarticipated in site visits to identify human
remains.The Kumeyaay Cultural Repatriation Committee, represented by Clint Linton, was
identified as the Mst Likely Descendant (MLD) for the human remains identified on privately
owned land. Bobo Linton, representing the MLD, participated in fieldwork efforts at SHe[l-A
7151/7162 and TW5-013 that resulted from consultation efforts wiitie MLD.
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5 SURVEY RESULTS

This section describes the results of the overall cultural resources study complete® fojeitte

Each archaeological sit@nd historic builtenvironmentresourceidentified within the APE is
described in detail. Resource location maps aredskietch maps are included in Confidential
Appendix B. In all, the inventory resulted in thdocumentationof 49 previously recorded
archaeological sites38 newly identified archaeologicalsites 4 previously recorded built
environmentesourcesand62isolategFigure5-1; Confidential AppendiB). Severarchaeological

sites identified in the APE in the records search were determined to be mapped incorrectly and are
outside the APEleaving80 extant sitesThe one previously recorded isolate was natoated.
Forty-two sites, 19 isolates, and théuilt environment resources are within the ADI for the Project.

5.1 Archaeological Sites

Of the87 archaeologicasites,63 are prehistoricd are multtcomponentl5 are historicandl is of
indeterminate @e Individual sitedescriptionsre provided below and are summarized in Tadle
Eightof the previously recorded sites were found to have been mamoeckctly leaving79extant
archaeological sites in the APBf the 79 sites, 41 are within the ADTwo sites, CASDI-
7152/7162 and CADI-7156 were previously evaluated and are considetegble for listing in

the NRHP under Criterion [Bites thatre in the APE but outside the ADI have been avoided by
Projectdesign and will be preserved.

Table 5-1
Archaeological SitesRecorded Within the Project APE

NRHP Within
SiteNumber Period Type Eligibility ADI Comment
Previously Recorded Sites
CASD#4005 Prehistoric | Rock Shelter Not Evaluated| No Mapped Wrorglot in
APE Avoided
CASDI#7136 Prehitric Temporary Camp Not Eligible No Avoided
CASDI#7138 Prehistoric | Rock Shelter NotEvaluated | No Mapped Wrong; Not in
APE Avoided
CASDI#7139 Multi Ranching; Ceramic | Not Eligible Yes
component | Scatter
CASDi#7140 Prehistoric | Temporary Camp Not Edible* Yes
CASD#7145/7146| Multi Temporary Camp; Not Eligible* | Yes
component | Historic Refuse
CASDI#7148 Prehistoric | Artifact Scatter Not Evaluated| No Avoided
CASDI#7149 Prehistoric | Bedrock Milling NotEvaluated | No Mapped Wrong; Not in
APE Avaded
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Table 5-1
Archaeological SitesRecorded Within the Project APE

NRHP Within
SiteNumber Period Type Eligibility ADI Comment
CASD#7151/7162| Prehistoric | Temporary Camp Eligible under | Yes Significardeposits
Criterion D; avoided
portion within
ADI not Eligibl¢
CASDI#7152 Prehistoric | Temporary Camp Not Eligible* | Yes
CASDI¥7156 Prehistoric | Habitation Eligible under | No Avoided
Ciiterion D
CASD#7163 Prehistoric | Temporary Camp Not Eligible* | Yes
CASD#7258 Indeterminat| Bedrock Milling Not Evaluated| No Mapped Wrong; Not in
APE Avoided
CASD#8198 Prehistoric | Ceramic Scatter Not Evaluated| No Mapped Wrong; Not in
APE Avoided
CASDI8939 Prehistoric | Habitation Not Evaluated| No Avoided
CASDI8945 Prehistoric | Rock Circle; Artifact | Not Evaluated| No Avoided
Scatter
CASD18946 Prehistoric | Bedrock Milling Not Evaluated| No Mapped Wrong; Not in
APE Avoided
CASD1#8962 Prehistoric | Bedrock Milling Not Eligible Yes
CASDI8963 Prehistoric | Bedrock Milling Not Evaluated| No Avoided
CASDI8968 Prehistoric | Bedrock Milling Not Evaluated| No Mapped Wrong; Not in
APE- Avoided
CASD18977 Multi Temporary Camp; Not Eligible Yes
component | Histeoic Residence
CASD18980 Prehistoric | Rock Shelter Not Evaluated| No Mapped Wrong; Not in
APE- Avoided
CASD#8985 Prehistoric | Bedrock Milling Not Evaluated| No Avoided
CASD1#8986 Prehistoric | Bedrock Milling Not Evaluated| No Avoided
CA-SDI9018 Prehistoric | Ceramic Scatter Not Eligible Yes
CASDI9050 Historic Government/Educatig Not Eligible Yes
Building Remains
CASD117205 Historic Refuse Scatter Not Eligible Yes
CASD#18048 Historic Structure Remains Not Eligible No
CASDF18049 Prehistoric | Artifact Scatter Not Eligible No
CASD#19859 Prehistoric | Artifact Scatter Nd Evaluated | No Avoided
CASD#20368 Prehistoric | Habitation Not Eligible Yes
CASD#20586 Prehistoric | Lithic Scatter Not Evaluated| No Avoided
CASD20B7 Prehistoric | Habitation Not Eligible Yes
CASD#20588 Prehistoric | Lithic Scatter Not Eligible Yes
CASD#20590 Historic Refuse Scatter Not Eligible Yes
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Table 5-1
Archaeological SitesRecorded Within the Project APE

NRHP Within
SiteNumber Period Type Eligibility ADI Comment
CASD#20591 Multi Historic Feature; Not Eligible Yes
component | Groundstone Tool
CASD#20592 Prehistoric | Habitation Not Eligible Yes
CASD1{20593 Prehistoric | Ceramic Scatter NotHigible Yes
CASDI20594 Multi Artifact Scatter; Refug Not Evaluated| No Avoided
component | Scatter
CASD#20597 Prehistoric | Artifact Scatter Not Eligible Yes
CASD120598 Prehistoric | Temporary Camp Not Evaluated| No Avoided
CASD{20599 Prehistoric | Bedrock Milling Not Evaluated| No Avoided
CASD120604 Historic Refuse Scatter Not Eligible Yes
CASD#20605 Prehistoric | Artifact Scatter Not Eligible Yes
CASD#20607 Prehistoric | Artifact Scatter Not Evaluated| No Avoided
CASD{20608 Prehistoric | Bedrock Milling Not Eligible Yes
CASD{20610 Historic Refuse Scatter Not Evaluated| No Avoided
CASDi{20611 Historic Refuse Scatter Not Evaluated| No Avoided
CASDI2175B Prehistoric | Temporary Camp Not Evaluated| No Avoided
Newly Recorded Sites
CWAS-001 Prehistoric | Habitation Not Evaluated| No Avoided
CWAS-004 Multi Ceramic Scatter; Hun| Not Evaluated| No Avoided
component | Remains; Refuse
Scatter
CWAS-005 Historic Rduse Scatter Not Evaluated| No Avoided
CWSS-006 Historic Refuse Scatter Not Evaluated| No Avoided
CWSS-007 Mult Refuse Scatter; Artifa{ Not Eligible Yes
component | Scatter
CWsSS-008 Prehistoric | Bedrock Milling Not Eligible Yes
CWSS-009 Prehistoric | Bedrock Milling Not Eligible Yes
CWSS010 Prelistoric Artifact Scatter NotEligible Yes
CWSS011 Historic Refuse Scatter Not Eligible Yes
CWSS012 Prehistoric | Temporary Camp Not Eligible Yes Formal Evaluation in
Progress
ECWER-015 Historic Ranbing Not Evaluated| No Avoided
ECWERBWO001 Prehistoric | Artifact Scatter Not Eligible No Avoided
ECWERSWO003 Historic Ranching Not Eligible* | Yes
ECWERBWO005 Prehistoric | Bedrock Milling Not Eligible* | Yes
ECWERBWO006 Historic Refuse Deposit Not Evimated | No Avoided
ECWERSWO007 Historic Quarry Not Eligible* | Yes
ECWERWO009 Prehistoric | Lithic Scatter Not Evaluated| No Avoided
ECWERBWO011 Prehistoric | Temporary Camp Not Eligible Yes
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Table 5-1
Archaeological SitesRecorded Within the Project APE

NRHP Within
SiteNumber Period Type Eligibility ADI Comment

ECWEFRBWO017 Prehistoric | Temporary Camp Not Evaluated| No Avoied
TWS001 Prehistoric | Lithic Scatter Not Evaluated| No Avoided
TWS-002 Prehistoric | Temporary Camp Not Evaluated| No Avoided
TWS-003 Prehistoric | Temporary Camp Not Evaluated| No Avoided
TWS007 Prehistoric | Temporary Camp Not Eligible Yes

TWS-008 Prehistoric | Temporary Camp Not Eligible Yes

TWS-009 Prehistoric | Ceramic Scatter Not Evaluated| No Avoided
TWS010 Historic Rock Alignment; Hist¢ Not Eligible* | Yes

Refuse

TWS011 Prehistoric | Bedrock Milling Not Eligible* | Yes

TWS012 Prehistoric | Temporary Camp Not Eligible Yes

TWSO013 Prehistoric | Temporary Camp Not Eligible* | Yes

TWS014 Prehistoric | Lithic Scatter Not Evaluated| No Avoided
TWS015 Mult Lithic Scatter and Not Eligible Yes

component | Refuse Scatter

TWS016 Prehistoric | Lihic Scatter Not Evaluated| No Avoided
TWSO017 Prehistoric | Lithic Scatter Not Eligible Yes

TWS-030 Prehistoric | Temporary Camp; Not Eligible Yes

Historic Refuse Scatte

TWS031 Prehistoric | Artifact Scatter Not Evaluated| No Avoided
TWS033 Prehistiac Temporary Camp Not Evaluated| No Avoided
TWS-034 Prehistoric | Ceramic Scatter Not Evaluated| No Avoided
TWS-035 Prehistoric | Bedrock Milling Not Evaluated| No Avoided

*  Evaluated by Comeau et al. 2019

5.1.1 Previously Recorded Sites

CA-SDI-4005

CA-SDI-4005 was first recorded in 1975 as a prehistoric site containing rock shelters, bedrock
milling, a milling fragment, and a lithic and ceramic scatter. ASM Affiliates attempted to relocate
the site in 2006 during a pedestrian survey fOISBG&E project. Archaeologists identified a
natural rock shelter but no associated artifacts. ASM Affiliate revisited the mapped location of site
in 2009 and did not relocate the sit@ 2018, Dudekevisited the site and wamable to identify

the site. It is likely thesite was mapped incorrectly.
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CA-SDI-7136

CA-SDI-7136 was first recorded in 1979 aseadrockmilling featureand artifact scattezovering
a 30x 30m area This site is located on the edge of the valleyh@mwest side of Tule CreeKhe
initial surveyidentified bedrock milling,L00 + ceramics, 100+ quartz flakesfelsite flakes,1
utilized felsite flake,1 felsite tool, 1 cryptocrystallineblade tool,1 basalt utilized flak, 1
handstone fragment, addnilling fragment.

In 2018 Dudek revisited thsiteand identified hreebedrock milling features and a spasastfact
scatter expanding the site to aX¥'45 m areaThe mapped location was found to be south of the
actual location, so the site was remapgeghture 1which was noted on the originsitetch map,

is located at the east end of the site @mttairs two mortars. Featureif located on top of a knoll

at the west end of the site.dbntains at leadour slicks and four slick remnants on a heavily
weathered outcrog-eature 3 is a smatloulder south of Feature 2 that contains a single mortar.
The artifact scatter include quartz andvolcanic debitage one retouched flake, one core,
brownware ceramics, three handstones, and one millingst@mgetation at this site includes
chamise, chodl, buckwheatMormontea, and mountain mahogany.

CA-SDI-7138

CA-SDI-7138 was recorded in 1979 by M. Gonzales as a rock shelter with debitage and ceramic
sherds covering a%10m area. The initial survey identified seven brownware ceramic sherds, one
felste flake, and one quartz flake. The mapped location of the site was revisited in 2006 by ASM,
who was unable to find any evidence of the site. ASM presumed the site was mapped incorrectly
and was likely further off the existing dirt roads that they swedet the time. Dudek revisited the

site in 2018 and was unable to relocate any evidence of tla $itemapped locatioBased on the
distances to the site from dirt roads and geographical landmarks included in the original site form,
the site is like} located southwest of the mapped location, placing it outside the APE.

CA-SDI-7139

This site was originally recorded by M. Johnson in 1979 as a-patiponent site with historic

rock alignments, historic refuse scatter, concrete slab, and a light s¢&atieon brownware in a

100x 100m area. The site was updated in 2005 by ASM and expanded north and east. At that
time, the historic refuse scatter was found to be more dispersed than previously reported. An
historic water trough, fence lines, and cowngevere also recorded outside the original site
boundary. The Tizon brownware sherds were not relocated at that time.

The site was revisited by Dudek in 2018. The mapped site boundary was found to be inaccurate
and was revised to reflect more accuratbly observed artifacts and features. The vast majority
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of the site is outside the APE. Vegetation at this site included sumac, buckwheat, chamise,
Artemisia dumosaQuercus grifolia, yucca, cheesebush, and agave.

CA-SDI-7140

This site was first recorded 1979 by M. Gonzalez and M. Johnson as a temporary camp covering
a 30x 10m area. The site is located east of the road running #lemgest side of McCain Valley.
The initial survey identified a bedrock milling containifiglicks, 3 mortars,2 basinsand 50+

ceramic sherds, argiflakes.

In 2018, Dudek nésited the site and recorded 17 gramigelrock milling features and expanded the
site to a 33x 250m areaTable5-2 lists milling elements for each feature.

Table 5-2
CA-SDI-7140 Bedrock Milling F eatures

Feature] 1 | 2 3|4 |5 |6 | 7| 8| 9 10| 11|12| 13| 14| 15| 16| 17
Slicks | 7| 5 3|0 |06 |0 1 1 1 1 3 1 6 1] 5 1 1
Mortars| 8 | & ) 4 1|16 |0 |06 |0 |0 0 o | & |0 |0 o | o
Basins | 0 | & d |o | o 110 |06 |d |0d 0 o | & |0 |0 0 | 0

The site is situated along the western edge of the large alluviblsauth drainage wash of Tule
creek.The edge of the wash consists of various sized granite bedrock outcrops punctuated along
the slope of hills to the wesh. dirt access road generally splits the site down the middle, creating
what equates to almostvialves of the site, eastern and westEhe. surface artifact distribution

was recorded as being relatively thinly dispersed in the northern portion of the site, with a single
artifact every few meters, while the densest area of surface artifacts wangeckin the southern

portion of the site.

Sedimentarecompogd predominantly of loose, light brown, sandy silty loam alluvium, and DG.
Vegetation at the site contains scrub d@kercusagrifolia, buckwheat, manzanita, chamise, yerba

santa, and cholla
CA-SDI-7145/ CASDI-7146

Site CASDI-7145/7146 was first recorded as two separate sites in 1979 by D. Dominici and
J. Underwood. CASDI-7145 was located on the east side of the meadowGiO@rthwest to
awindmill covering a 30« 60 m area. CASDI-7146was located in the McCain meadow, 200

m at 270 to the barn covering a 18 10 m area. Dominici identified CASDI-7145 as a
multicomponent site containing historic debris, three slicks on the north outcrop, four slicks
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on the south outcrop, one mortar, tegartz flakes, tizon brownware sherds, unifacial felsite
flake scraper, basalt core/hammerstone, tizon rim sherds, utilized flakes, one quartz
hammerstone, one metate fragment, and one mano. Underwood descriidl-CA46 as a
multicomponent site contaimg historic debris, one mortar, quartz angular fragments, tizon
brown ware sherds, felsite and quartz flakidse vegetation in the site includes annual grasses,
prickly pear, cholla, dumosa, and buckwheat.

Both siteswere revisited during the survey pkaxf theProjectin 2018 by Dudekthe distribution

of artifacts and features found at and between both sites resulted in the two sites being combined
into a single siteThe site identified eight bedrock milling features with a light artifact scatter
coveaing a 347x 127 m area. The artifact scatter includes 21 brownware ceramic body sherds,
brownware ceramic rim sherd, 35 volcanic debitage, 17 quartz delitagssible quartzite flake

tool fragment,1 quartz flake tool, and granitic handstone.

Featuwe 1 is a bedrock millingeaturewith two basins and a slicleature 2 is a bedrock milling
featurewith two mortars and one slick. Feature 3 is a bedrock miiamirewith one slick. Feature

4 is a bedrock millingeaturewith one mortar. Feature § a bedrock milling feature with two slicks.
Feature 6 is a bedrock milling with three slicks. Feature 7 is a bedrock milling with one slick. Feature
8 is a bedrock milling with one slick and two mort&sly a small portion of the site at the north

and suth ends are within the APE and ADI; the majority of the site is outside the APE.

CA-SDI-7148

Site CASDI-7148 was first recorded in 1979 by J. Underwood as a small artifact scatSDIEA
7148 was located in a meadow and covers a POm areaArtifacts recordedat the site includs

1 felsite core,1 felsite flake,2 quartz flakes, 12 Tizon brownware sherds, dngossible
hammerstone. Vegetation at the site included redshank, chamise, manzaniQueands
agrifolia. Dudek revisited the portion oféfsite mapped in the APE but did not relocate any of the
artifacts.No effort was made to relocate the site outside the APE.

CA-SDI-7149

This prehistoric site was originally recordegJ. Underwood in 1979The site measures 2020

m. The site consistsf@a small bedrochknilling feature with four milling slicks and one felsite lithic
flake. The vegetation in the site includes annual grasses, prickly pear, cholla, dumosa, and
buckwheatThe edge of the site boundary is mapped within the; AB&ever neither the milling

feature nothe flake were observed in the APE during the survey. No effort was made to relocate
the feature outside the APE.
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CA-SDI-715Y CA-SDI-7162

This is a largehabitationsite originally recorded in 1979t contains multiple rock shters,
bedrock milling, midden deposits, flakedstone tools, groundstone tools, ceramics, and a Hakataya
figurine in a 500x 400 m area. Possible cremations were also noted at that time. The site was
revisited in 2006 and 2010 by ASM, with no substantiaingfes noted. In 2006 ASM noted that

the site may have been evaluated for listing in the NRHP, but no report or site record update
attesting to that fact was availalalethe time

WESTEC combinedthe site with site CASDI-7162 in 1983 while evaluating sitWESTEC

(1983) determined the site was significant but did not provide a site record update. According to
BFSA (1998), the evaluation lacked sufficient mapping and did n@ivexe a sufficient number

of STRs or control units to properly delineate sitells boundaries and significant deposits.

BFSA performed aevaluationat the sitaunder CEQA, the County of San Diego guidelines, and

the County’s Resource Protection Ordinance in 1998 to determine where significant deposits are

in the site and to delineapotential open space easements for a planned lot split and residential
development (BFSA 1998). That studglineatedour loci (A-D) within the site and determined

four areas of significant deposits that should be placed in open Spgicéicantarea of the site

were determined based on the presence of sensitive features (such as rock shelters) or subsurface
depositsof two or moreartifacts in an STP or & 1 m unit. A total of 27 positive STPs were
documented out of 110 excavated at the site, whioduced 66 total artifactSeven 1x 1 m
excavation units produced a further 159 artifacts.

The majorityof the site is outside the AREBcluding large areas on BLM landnd the four areas
delineated by BFSA as contributing to the significance okitee During the current survey, the

site was revisitednd an expansion to the site into the APE was documeBielbci, arbitrarily
delineated based on topographic features, were documanteder to facilitate recordaticaend

for management of paon of the site within the APEEach locus is situated along a dirt bike track,
which was used as a partial locus boundary for each locus. The newly delineated2Locus
corresponds to the site previously recorded asSDA7162, which was mapped incorrecity

SCIC recordgCA-SDI-7162 was already combined in to €&DI-7151 byWESTECin 1983.

The entire site was not revisited or mapped at this time: field efforts focused on the APE, and a
sufficient area to define the site bounddspon review of the fieldlata and the BFSA report, the
mapped site boundavwyas determined to be slightly offset to the east. Five of the new loci (except
Locus 9 are updates/expansions to the BFSA loci; the new locus D was evaluated by BFSA but
was not mapped as part of theesit
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Locus 1lis situated on a northeasbuthwest trending ridge flanked by two small drainaddke
northwest end of the siteLocus A contains three bedrock milling features, one artifact
concentration, a light scatter of debitage, ceramics, and gromedsools, and one piece of
cremated human remains. Three handstones (A4, A135, A137), one pestle (A6), one brownware
rim sherd with etching (A3), one decorated buffware ceramic sherd (Al), and one retouched flake
(A139) were noted on the ground surfaCencentration 1, located at the north end of the locus,
consists of 50+ pieces of brownware and buffware ceramic sher@vatzhnic flakes in 8 x

20 m area The burned bone fragment was determined to be human by Dr. Hinkes during a site
visit on Sepgmber 15, 2018.ocus 1 is within the area of the site delineated by BFSA as Locus

C, but is not part of the significant portion of the Locus C.

Locus2 is situated on a small ridge immediately south of Ldcuts boundary was delineated by

a small draiage to the north and west, a drainage and dirt road to the south, and a landform change
to the east. Locud containsl bedrock milling feature with slick (Feature mapped as BMF D

by BFSA), 1 handstone, 70+ ceramic sherds, 30+ pieces of volcanic wartiz debitage, and

1 burned bone fragment. The burned bone fragment was determined to be possibly human by Dr.
Hinkes during a site visit on September 15, 2Q4&us 2 is predominantly within the BFSA
Locus C, but also extends further southwest outsie@tior boundary. Locus 3 is also not part of

the significant portion of the Locus C.

Locus 3is located immediately east of Locuséh top of a large ridge. The eastern and northern
boundary of the locus are arbitrarily delineated by the previously edagite boundargis shown

in SCIC recordsThe southern boundary generally follows the edge of a steep drainage3Locus
contains 100+ quartz and volcanic pieces of debitage, 150+ ceramic sherds (brownware and
buffware),2 pieces of burned bone, aBdbediock milling features (Features 8, 9, and 10) with at
least 18 slicks antimortar. One pestle (A10), one hammerstone (A11), one handstone (A12), and
one millingstone (Al14) are also present. The two burned bone fragments were determined to be
likely human ly Dr. Hinkes during a site visit on September 15, 2Qi&us 3 generally
corresponds to one tfo areas identified by BFSA as significavith in Locus Ghowever, Locus

3 includes some portions of the site outside the significant area.

Locus D containg light scatter of lithic debitage and a few ceramic sherds located on a small knoll.
The locus was distinguishdcbm Locus F to the east by a dirt bike track; the slope of the knoll
delineates the north, south, and west boundary of the locus. Sevacahards and 13 pieces of
guartz and volcanic debitage were observed in the [dbislocus was evaluated as part of the BFSA
study, but was not included as one of the four loci, and is outside the BFSA site boundary.

Locus 5 located at the south emd the site, contains two rock shelters (Features 12 and 13), a
dense concentration (Concentration 2) of lithic debitage and ceramics adjacent to Feature 12, two
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bifaces, and two millingstones. A light scatter of flakes and ceramics were observed thtougho
the rest of the locus. A substantial midden deposit was noted immediately west of the locus, within
the previously mapped site boundafhis eastern portion of thigreacorresponds to paof the

BFSA LocusA; the western portion is outside Locus A.oM of the BFSA Locus Awas
determined to be significarBBased on the features recorded both at this time and by BFSA, the
significant portions of the locus are outside the ADI.

Locus®6, situated immediately east of Locus 4 and north of LogusoBtainsa light scatter of
volcanic and quartz debitage, one hammerstone, and one bedrock milling feature wihclksee
(Feature 11)Feature 11s located between two large granite outcrops that may have been used as
a wind/sun break/shelter, but no artiaor other evidence confirms thideither Feature 11 nor

the possible shelter appear to have been recorded by BFSA. Locus 6 corresponds in part to BFSA
Locus B.BFSA determined Locus B to be not significant.

Sediments at the site consist predominanthiltf sandy loam and decomposing grardtenidden

deposit was noted east of Locus 5, and, per the BFSA study, other shallow midden deposits are
present at other loci, albeit outside the ADI of this Projenumerable granite boulderschpedrock

outcrops are present throughout thie; it is likely that many more milling features are or were
present but have been lost due to the heavy weathering and exfoliation exhibited on the rocks.

Due to the presence of human remains in two locations, the MLD teduassubsurface
excavation program to be performed to determine if any additional remains may be present in the
ADI. This effort was performed with evaluation efforts at other sitethe ADI and will be
documented in a separate report.

CA-SDI-7152

Site CA-SDI-7152 was first recorded in 1979 by M. Johnson as concentrated artifaat Sdate

site was initially mappedovering al00x 50 m areaon two small knolls bisected by a drainage.

The sitewas reported to contaithert, felsite, basalt, obsidiamdchalcedony flakes, one large
chopping tool or core, one ceramic bowl, one millingstone, one handstone, and burned animal
bone. Vegetation included manzaniatemisiadumosaPrunus sp, and buckwheatSediments

were described afecomposing granite.

Dudek revisited the site in 2018 and relocated the artifact scatter and one possible rock shelter
(Feature 1) and a bedrock milling outcrop with two milling surfaces (Feature 2). Surface inventory
within the Projectboundary includes volcanic flakes,5 quartz flakes,5 ceramic rims, 45
brownware body sherds, 17 buffware ceramic body shetswnware ceramic bowl sherd (Al),
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2 fragments of a quartz millingstone (A2)granitic bifacial handstone (A3),volcanic core (A4),
and2 brownware ceramic bodsherds with red paint (A5).

The bowl sherd, presumably the same as the one noted in the original site record, is well outside
the mapped site boundary. It appears the site was mismapped previously, and should have been
shifted to the east. Survey effosthis time focused upon the APE; the boundary of the site was
modified extending to the east to cover a small knoll with the bowl sherd and possible shelter. To
the west, the site does extend at least onto the adjacent knoll (as reported originailty g fbart

was made to determine the full extent of the eastern expanse of the site.

CA-SDI-7156

Site CASDI-7156 was first recorded in 1979 by J. Underwood and M. Johnson as a large
prehistoric habitation site consisting of middénhyock shelters, creman, bedrock milling
features, hammerstones, lithic cores, lithic flakes (obsidian, quartz, and chalc8damgstones,

3 milling fragments, and over,@0 Tizon brownware and Colorado River buffware ceramic
sherds. The site was recorded as covering0ax®250m area.

BFSA performed an excavation at the site in 1998 to determine where significant deposits are in
the site and to delineate potential open space easements for a planned lot split and residential
developmentBFSA 1998). That study identifterecommended the majority of the site should be
placed in open space. The BFSA report noted that prior additional studies in the early 1980s by
WESTEC Services Inc.(1983) and ASM (1985) performed limited excavation and surface
collection and recommenddie site as significant.

In 2018, Dudek relocated the sitietermined that the mapped location in SCIC records was
inaccurate. @e previously recordetbedrock milling featurend a dispersed artifact scatieas
found east of the mapped boundary, andla kgatter of artifacts was found north of the mapped
boundary. These areas are included in the site sketch map included in BFSA’s report (1998). The

site boundary was revised to incorporate the recocdédral materials, but the full site was not
revisited or mapped.

Artifacts within theseareasncludel calcined bone fragmer200+ brownware ceramic sherds,
few buffware ceramic sherd300+ pieces of debitag&granitic millingstonefragments] granitic
hammerstonel muller, 2 volcanic retoucheflakes 1 granitichandstondragment,andl1 quartz
Desert Sidenotched projectilepoint Vegetation at this site includdsuckwheat, Quercus
agrifolia, chamise, cholla, and mormon t&ediments at the site apgimarily composed of
decomposing granite drsilt. A small midden deposit was identified immediately north of the
milling feature.This site will be avoided blgroject design.
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CA-SDI-7163

Site CASDI-7163 was first recorded in by Gonzales. The site covers<a2P0n area. Gonzales
identified thissite as a bedrock milling site containing 19 mortars and slicks, alonglwith
brownware ceramic sherd afdelsite scrapernn 2018,Dudek revisited the site and found are

two quartz debitagand one milling featurevith one mortar and two slick§ he featureand
artifacts were relocated approximately 60 m south of the mapped location, but match the site record
sketch map. Vegetation on this site includ@dercusagrifolia and redshank. Sediments are
composed of decomposing granite and Jite bedrockat the site is heavily weathered, so
additional feature could not be discerned.

CA-SDI-7258

This 30x 30 m site is an assortment of reactivated or “recent”-use millingfeatures and tool®und

within the vicinity of the Mary Ann Cuero home and may no @rge extant. Vegetation at the site
consists of introduced garden flora, oaks, and chamise. Alluvium and eroded hillside sedimentary
deposits were observed. In 1979, Greathouse recorded two bedrock mortars, two handstones, and one
granite pestle and suggled the items were used by the residents of the Cuero Abthe.time, it

was unknown if the mortars and groundstone tools were repurposed features and artifacts, or if they
were of modern originThis site could not bisund agairwithin the APE in2012 by ASM.

CA-SDI-8198

A surface scatter of prehistoric cerammsmpogs this site. Red shank chaparral vegetation
dominates the landscape. Flower, Ike, and Roth recorded the site in 1980>a$%mi @catter of

nine brownware potsherds. The locatamdsketchmays in the site record indicatihat site is off

the reservation, although the mapped location in the SCIC records show part of the site on the
reservationArtifacts were observedithin the APE at the mapped location; the sipearso be

off theReservation, as originally mapped.

CA-SDI-8939

Thisis a large prehistoribabitation site east of a water tower, south of a covered spring, and
interrupted by a reservation fence and the branches of a dirt road. Riparian woodland vegetation
consistng of oak, rye, and unknown grasses characterizes the site and surrounds. C. Taylor
recorded the site in 1975 and noted 18 basins, eight mortars, andk4sliweoutcropsover a

roughly 1@ x 100m area. Artifacts recorded include 125+ flakes, 20@sierds, and blade. A
fire/trash pit of unknown temporal affiliation was also noted by Ta¥yloree of the features were
mapped off thékeservation and two were mapped within Reservation.
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Dudek relocated the site in 2018. The mapped site bounddileat the SCIC was found to be
smaller than the originally mapped boundaryd was updatedto reflect more accuratelyhe

original mapping as well as the artifact scatter and features as observed at th3ngmeew
feature was identified in the east part of thesite, whichcontains three mortarghe artifact
scatteris generally the same as previously described, although fewer artifacts were observed at
thistime, as vegetation in the area was very thislprobable midden deposit was noteatth of

the milling features

In 2019, Dudek revisited the site and found a light density artifact scatter spreading east of the site,
primarily north of the dirt road that bisects the site. One core, 13 flakes (quartz and volcanic, and
40 brownware ceramic shds were identified at that time, extending the site some 80 m to the east
and 30 m to the north of the prior site boundary. One piece of possible cremated human remains
was also identified at that time. On February 15, 2019, Dr. Hinkes of the San Dnegty C
Coroner’s Office visited the site and to make the formal identification. Seven additional bones

were identified at that time; one was determined to be human, and seven were determined to be
likely or possibly human. A proposed access road has beesigaeed to avoid impacts to the
human remains.

CA-SDI-8945

This site was originally recorded by C. Taylor in 1981 to contain a single rock circle located on a
flat, granitebedrockoutcrop. The rock circle was reported to measw&.5m and wagomposé
of 27 rocks. Chamise, yucca, manzanita, @geahothusvere noted in the vicinity.

Dudek revisited theicinity of the site in 2018. The roatircle is mapped outside the APE and

was not relocated at this time, although no effort was made to searcle désAPE. Four pieces

of debitage (one volcanic primary flake, two volcanic interior flakes, and one piece of quartz
shatter) were observed along the APE adjacent to the site boundary and were recorded as an update
to the siteThree of the flaks were oberved in the APE, and one was noted outside the APE.

CA-SDI-8946

This 50x 50 m site is a milling station situated in a boulder outcrop originally recorded by C.
Taylor in 1981. It rests on a small creek beneath a knoll in a narroviilledidrainage that opens

into a valley. Riparian woodland flora consisting of oak, buckwheat, elderlseagpthusand
unknown grasses characterize the site and surrounds. The site consists of three milling features
containing six slicks. In 2012, ASM Affiliatesvisited the location but did not relocate any of the
features. It wadeterminedht that time that the site wancorrectly mapped and shld have been
mapped in one of thdrainagego either the east or west the site, which are outside the APE.
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CA-SDI-8962

This site is a bedrock milling station with one basin. It is located x 5 m boulder outcrop on a

ridge top 200 m east of a drainage. Vegetation inside of and surrounding the site includes wild
cherry, ribbonwood, buckwheateanothuslive oak, and pckly pear.The site was revisited by
Dudek in 2018 but could not be relocatdd.appears that either alluvial sediments and/or
vegetation obscured the feature, or the feat@emapped inaccurately.

CA-SDI-8963

This site was originally recorded in 19B¢ C. Taylor as three bedrock milling features containing

a total of nine slicks. ASM Affiliates updated the site boundary, shifting it north of the previously
mapped location, and recorded an additional milling feature containing one slick. The gite lies

a copse of boulders situated on both sides of a seasonal drainage, 60 m east of a stream. Riparian
woodland vegetation consisting ekanothus oak, grasses, and redshanks and sandy loam
sediment characterize the landscape. During the current sureesitéhwas relocatdoly Dudek

and found to be in the same condition as reported by ASM. The site boundary was found to extend
south and include the originally mapped area, which does not contain and features or artifacts. As
a result, the site boundary wavised again to encompass only the extant features.

CA-SDI-8968

C. Taylor recorded this site in 1981 as a single milling station. It is situated within a drainage on
the eastern edge of Diabold Canyon, 50 m south of a spring. Riparian woodland vegeitztio

as live oak, redshanks, and mountain mahogany as well as humic and sandy soils dominate the
landscape. The 2 2 m site consists of a single boulder containing three slidiks.portion otthe
mappedsite boundary was revisited by Dudek in 2018, the featurevasnot found It is likely

that the feature is outside the APE, but no effort was made to examine the area outside the APE.

CA-SDI-8977

This mult-component site contains a prehistoric temporary camp and an historic residential site. The
site is located north of Campo Creek and is bisected by a dirt road. Riparian woodland vegetation
such as oak, sagebrush, buckwheat, and unknown grasses populate the site and surrounding
landscape. Decomposing granite and loam constitute sediments at andding the site. The site

was first recorded in 1981 by C. Taylor as ax380 m site with four bedrock milling features and

an associated lithic and ceramic surface scatter. The milling features contain six slicks and two
mortars. Artifacts at the sitadlude five ceramic sherds and one piece of lithic debitage.
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Subsequent visits tile site by Terri Jacqués 1981 and ASM in 201&xpanded it to a 98 90

m area. Historic period residential components of the site include a granite house foundation, a
dam, an historicoadway, a refuse scatter inclusive of bottles dating to the 1940s, and the text
“J.H. 1947 carved into bedrock north of the house foundation. ASM identified a previously
unrecorded millingstone fragment and one additional volcanic #idit@ugh a very small portion

of the site boundary overlaps the APE, no artifacts or features are located within the APE.

CA-SDI-8980

This site is a rock shelter with onere, whichwas originally recorded by C. Taylor in 1981. ASM
revisited the site iR011 and was unable to relocate it. It was determined at that time to have been
mismapped and shld have benlocated270 m to the southeast, outside the APE.

CA-SDI-8985

C. Taylor originally recorded this site in 1981 as a bedrock mortar en2an3 granite outcrop. It

is situated in a copse of boulders at the base of a rocky hillside, south of a fence line and meadow
and 275 m southwest of a house. Sandy loam sediment and vegetation such as live oak, squaw
bush, coffee berry, and valley grasses charnaetéhe landscap&he portion of the site mapped

within the APE was revisited by Dudek in 2018, but the mortar was not relocated. It is likely the
mortar is outside the APE.

CA-SDI-8986

This prehistoric sitevas first recorded in 1981 by Taylor tocortain one bedrock milling station,

two millingstones, and a rock enclosuriparian woodland vegetation including live oak and sandy
loam sediment characterize the landscBpsed on the sketch map, the redklosureappears to be

a semicircularnaturalrock formation, with the opening obscured by a stacked rock wall. As mapped,
the site measures 6545m, but accurate dimensions were not included in the site record.

Dudek revisited the site in 2018, identifying the milling feature outside the APE.roidke
enclosure was not observed. One previously unrecorded ceramic sherd was observed at the south
end of the site, within the APE.

CA-SDI-9018

This site is a small, light density ceramic scatter that coversxalfim arealt was recordedh
1981 by CTayloron the north side of 8958 wagon roafiCA-SDI-9059) and lies 300 m east of
a valley containing a seasonal creek. The site and surrounding landscepapsgd of
decomposing granite sediments and populated by chamise, redshank, budeamneditys, rabbit
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brush, manzanita, and Mojave yucca. The ceramic scatter includes approximately 10 brownware
sherdsASM revisited the site in 2011 and was only abl@lémtify a single ceramic rim sherd on

the south side of the extant dirt road. It was notdtietime that the dirt road had been graded
and widened, likelglestroyingor at least displacing the site.

CA-SDI-9050

This site consists of the historic Campo Indian Agency/school house complex. The site consists of
a chained/fenced area, ramada rulghles, dirt roads, artifact scatters, and refuse deposits first
documented by Terri Jacques in 1981. The location and contents of the site were reconfirmed by
ASM Affiliates in 2011. The site is located south of Campo Creek, in a landscape dominated by
o&, elm, maple, unknown grasses, and sandy loam sediments. According to Jacques, historic
documents show the Agency complex was builtin 1911 and used through 193Bseatitinuous

use of the site through 1981 including the construction and utilizattiesta facilities.

Eight features and several additional site compor{eatsada rubble piles, electric line, concrete
fixtures, a chained area, a granite rock scatter/possible house foundation) constitute the roughly
rectangular 18% 128 m site, whos@orthwestern quadrant also hosts a network of old dirt roads.
Six ramada rubble piles are dispersed throughout the features. An electric line sits in the northwest
corner of the siteTwo concrete fixtures one square measuring 8060 in. and one rectarg
measuring 4& 20in., are located in the north central segment of the site. A chained area is situated
in the northeast quadrant of the site and a scatter of granite rocks/possible foundation lies along
the southkcentral site boundary. A single roumoncrete water tank measuring01ft is present

south of the main road, on a small hill. Each of the features was documented extensively in the
initial recordation. Jacques (1981) indicated that the site is potentially significant but did not
evaluatehe site at that time.

CA-SDI-17205

This historic site consists of a large refgsatter, originally recorded by Tierra Environmental in
2004. Artifacts at the site include over 600 cans, more than 100 bottles, historic ceramic fragments,
a bed frame, ahspringsBased on the bottles, the refuse scatter dates from the 1920s to the 1950s.
Sediment at the site consist of loose sandy soil. The vegetation includes live oak, manzanita, sugar
bush, white sage, scrub oak, yucca, and grasses. ASM Affiliatesatedothe site in 2012 and
revised the site boundary to an approximatelyx4®0 m area. ASM noted that the site is in the
same general conditional as previously recor@ediek revisited the site in 2018 and observed

the site in the samzonditionand lo@tion as reported by ASM.
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CA-SDI-18048

CA-SDI-18048 was originally recorded as a historic site containing a collapsed structure and a
concrete foundation by ASM Affiliates in 2006. The structure measurgs 25t. Modern refuse
consisting of beer cangfoken glass dating to primarily to the 1970s and 1980s were observed on
the surfaceThe site is located on a high ridge between Lost Valley and McCain Valley. Modern
OHV trails pass on the east side of the structure. In 2018, Dudek returned to thd ®tend it

in the same location and condition as previously reported.

CA-SDI-18049

CA-SDI-18049 was first recorded in 2006 by ASM Affiliates and is located approximately 100 m
southwest of CASDI-18048 on top of a granite outcrop covered knoll. ASM idiedtthe site as

a lithic and ceramic scatter consisting7dfthic flakes andl0 brownware sherds in a 2630 m

area. ASM also noted that an OHYV trail passes through the site.

In 2018, Dudek revisited the site and relocated the previously recordiedtartAdditionally,
Dudek recorded a small concentration of artifacts located approximately 30 m north of the
originally mapped site. The originally mapped site was designated Locus A, and the newly
identified artifacts were designated Locus B. As a tesfulhe update, the site was expanded to
cover an 84 34 m areaArtifacts noted at Locus B include one quartz Elko projectile point, one
guartz biface thinning flake, one quartz secondary flake, three quartz interior flakes, and two
volcanic interior fakesVegetation at this site includes chamise, scrub oak, buckwheat, and cholla.

CA-SDI-19859

Site CASDI-19859 was originally recorded by ASM Affiliates in 2009 as a lithic and ceramic
scatter. The site was observed within and along a small seasonalggraind covers a 1&755

m areaArtifacts includel handstone fragment, 24 ceramic sherds, 11 volcanic lithic flakes, and

3 quartz flakes. The artifacts are mainly concentrated in a seasonal wash that runs through the
middle of the site. Vegetation did site includes sage, oak, chamise, and buckwheat. In 2018,
Dudek relocated the site and found the site to be in the same condition as previously recorded.

CA-SDI-20368

This multtcomponent site was originally recotden 2010 by ASM Affiliates as @arehstoric
habitation sitespread over three loand one historic well feature. In 2011, ASM expanded the
site to includeadditionalflakes and ceramic sherds. The site is situated in a landscapelgiigw
hills and bedrock outcrops. Vegetation preseniunhes buckwheat, black oaks, and grass. Two
drainages and a road bisect the site. Overall, the site covers<alBIon area.
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The site consists of three loci. Locus A measures ®0@m, and is located in the center of the site,
on the west shoulder oféhroad. It host&eature 1a granite bedrock milling station containing
four conical mortars and one basin. A collector’s cache of 5 flakes and 56 ceramics sherds (two of
which are etched) was found on top of the bedrock milling station. Additionalkctstiiated in
the locus includ@& interior flakes,1 fragment of volcanic shattet granitic millingstone fragment,
18 pieces of brownware pottery, includidgms andl etched sherd, ar®Rlbuffware potsherds.

Locus B covers a 98 30m area on the easteshoulder of the road and contains a surface scatter
of formal tools, lithicsand ceramics. Tools present included one handstone, one millingstone, a
retouched quartz flake, and retouched volcanic flake. Ten interior flale@=zondary flake3
fragmerts of lithic debitage, 39 brownware pottery pieces, includings, and4 buffware pottery
pieces, includin@ rims, were also observed.

Locus C measures 9025 m andcontains Feature, 2 historic walledartesianwell. The well is
located in the centaf Locus C, and presumably enclosed by a partially visible wall constructed
of granitic cobbles andoarsegravelly mortar. A scatter o012 flakes 14 brownware pieces,
including 1 rim, and1 buffware rim wasalso noted.

CA-SDI-20586

This site is a sparseatter of lithic debitage and groundstone originally recorded in 2011 by ASM.
The 32x 36 m site is situated in relatively flat terrain of exposed, weatherworn bedrock outcrops.
Chaparral vegetatiooompogd of chamise, buckwheat, cholla, Mojave yudaacca whipplei

and unknown grasses was observed. Artifacts at the site include 13 flak@&cial granitic
millingstone, and retouched flake.

CA-SDI-20587

This site was originally recorded by ASM as a 2285 m sparse scatter of prehistoric lithic
debitage, toolsand groundstone. It is located the south slope of a gently sloping ridgeline. One
drainage bisects the site and another forms its eastern boundary. Mixed chaparral vegetation types
including chamise, buckwheat, cholla, Mojave yuctac@ whipplej and unidentified grasses
punctuated by highly exfoliated granitic boulders characterize the landscape. Sediment in the area
consists of decomposing granite.

The site was reported to contain a moderately dense lithic scatter that includékiéOlakes,

two handstonespne pestle fragment, two eadyage quartz biface fragments, two retouched
flakes, one flake with battering, and one volcanic scraper. Dense vegetative cover and
correspondingly poor ground visibility means additional cultcoastituents are likely present.
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The site was revisited by Dudek and expanded south and west; theveitevers a 428 138 m

area. A lightdensity scatter alebitage, brownware ceramics, multiple cores, and a hammerstone
were observed in the expamdgte area. Aditional artifacts were also noted to extend east off the
reservation boundary, but were not recorded at this time.

CA-SDI-20588

This site is a sparse scatter of prehistoric lithic debitage and one hammerstone spread ®ver a 38
10 m area. il is situated near the center of a broad, raxhth trending ridge, in an undulating
landscape punctuated by granite bedrock outcrops. The landscape is characterized by chaparral
vegetation, such as chamise, buckwheat, cholla, Mojave yMocaa whipple and unidentified
grasses, and decomposed granite sediments.

CA-SDI-20590

ASM recorded this site as a historic refuse scatter located on the southern edge of a dirt road.
Chaparral vegetation types such as chamise, buckwheat, cholla, MojaveYuocaywhipplei,

and unidentified grasses populate the site. The scatter includes 40+ historic cans and two glass
bottle fragments in a 38 12 m area. The presence of a Mayfield Glass maker’s mark and
condensed milk can measurements indicate the refuse wastddpo the 1950s.

CA-SDI-20591

This site is a historic water trough containing a disassociated prehistoric groundstone tool. It is
located in an undulating field clear of vegetation, west of a dirt road. Mixed chaparral vegetation
characterizes the surtnading landscape. The historic trough’s exterior measures 19 x 12 ft and is

4 ft tall. “C.C.C.I1.D. MAR 31, 1938” is inscribed in the trough cement — indicating the trough is
associated with the Civilian Conservation Corps Indian Division @B3®&). The ough is
constructed of cement and rock, with an interior of smoothed cement. A depression at the top of
the north wall separates the primary water storage area from the lower trough from which animals
would drink. A single bifacial millingstone fragmenagfoundin the trough.

CA-SDI-20592

This is ahabitation sitecontaining one bedrock milling feature, and midden deposit, and three
concentrations of lithics, ceramics, groundstone, and charcoal. The northeast quadrant of the site
hosts a flowing springncompassed bykauilt berm. It is located near the center of a broad, north
south trending ridge, just west of the McCain Valley. Heavily eroded granite bedrock outcrops
punctuate the landscape. A mixed chaparral environment of chamise, buclchbbatMojave

yucca, Yucca whipplei mountain mahogany, ephedra, prickly pear, and unidentified grasses
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populate the area. ASM Affiliates first recorded the site in 2011 as one bedrock milling feature
and two primary concentrations of lithics, ceramic shenad,groundstone. Later in 2011, ASM
Affiliates expanded the site boundaries to include a third artifact concentration.

TAS of 2011, he 220x 165m site consists of one feature and three artifact concentrations. Feature 1,
located in the central portiari the site, is a bedrockilling feature containing five slicks, two basins,

and two mortars on a single boulder. A small deposit of midden soil is adjacent to Feature 1 and a
bifacial groundstone fragment was found leaning against Feature 1. Concetsatimunds Feature

1 and consists of 46 brownware sherds from at easissels, 29 pieces of volcanic and quartz
debitage? handstone fragments, aBgieces of burnt, unidentified groundstone.

Concentration Jllocated east of Concentration 2, comgsisnost of the site. ktontains17
brownware ceramic sherds; 41 pieces of volcanic, quartz, and quartzite debitab&teisthge
guartz biface fragmen#rtifact Concentration 3located west of Concentration @&ntains 10
pieces of volcanic debitage groundstone fragment, and 15+ brownware body sherds.

Dudek revisited theportion of the site in the APE and relocated most of the artifacts in
Concentration 1. Additional artifactseve alsoobservedto the northeast of the mapped site
boundary, acrossn the other side of ttgpring Artifacts in thaareainclude 16 brownware sherds,

7 pieces of quartz debitage, and 10 piecesabfanic debitage. One livestock trough was also
notedsouthof the spring.

CA-SDI-20593

This site is a 3 3 m scatter of pehistoric brownware sherds. It is located in a natural clearing in

a densely vegetated, undulating landscape. Surrounding vegetation includes chaparral types such
as chamise, buckwheat, cholla, Mojave yuctacca whippleiand unidentified grasse$he

scatter includes 19 brownware potsherds, which likely originate from a single vessel.

CA-SDI-20594

This multrcomponent site consists of a prehistoric pottery scatter and historic period refuse scatter
coveringa55x 50 m area It lies in a relatively flg moderately vegetated landscape punctuated

by highly exfoliated granite boulders and surrounded byllomg hills and mountains. Chaparral
vegetation, including chamise, buckwheat, cholla, Mojave yiagega whippleiand unidentified
grasses, populatbe areaSedimentn the area isomposedf decomposing granite.

The prehistoric potsherds are divided into two primary concentrations. The first concentration contains
20+ brownware ceramic potsherds from at least two different vessels. Five pieredeotified
burned large mammabne were located within the concentration. The second concentration consists
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of five brownware sherds. An additional four brownware ceramic sherds decorated with red paint were
noted north of Concentration 1. Historicesttonstituents include five purple solarized glass shards,
four milk glass shards, one of which is solarized, whiteware sherds, one sherd of transferware with
decorative floral pattern, metal buttons, one metal shovel head, and barbed wire. Theelastoric
artifacts and materials suggest an early 1900s period of deposition.

Dudek and a representative from Campo revisited the site in 2018 to relocate the burned bone to
determine if it was potentially human. No faunal remains were identified, and theinggeldpa
brownwarewerenot relocated.

CA-SDI-20597

This site was originally recorded by ASM as a sparse scatter of prehistoric lithics and brownware
ceramic sherds in a 3525 m area. It is located south of a seasonal drainage in an undulating,
heavily vegéated landscape punctuated by exposed, weatherworn boulder outcrops. Mixed
chaparral vegetation inclusive of chemise, buckwheat, cholla, Mojave yooea whippleiand
unidentified grasses characterize the landscape. Decomposing granite sedimerdrides doe

site and surrounds. The 3625 m site contains eight brownware ceramic sherds, one interior
volcanic flake, one petrified wood flake fragment, and one quartz crystahsidelged projectile

point. Dudekrevisited the site in 2018 and expandkd boundaryo cover a 65¢< 32 m area.

Newly recorded artifacts include a concentration of debitage at the south end of the site, and a few
scattered pieces of debitage east of the originally mapped boundary.

CA-SDI-20598

This site is a prehistoric temg@y camp. It is located on a prominent ridge punctuated by highly
exfoliated granitic boulder outcrops on the southern side of a steep drainage. The highly vegetated
landscape hosts chamise, buckwheat, cholla, Mojave yMocaa whippleioak trees, scrubak

and unidentified grasses. Decomposing grasotepogs the sediment in the area. Thex@D m

site hosts three features, a lithic and ceramic artifact concentration, and a midden soil deposit in
the northern segment of the site, as well as a madgrdénse scatter of lithics and ceramics
outside the concentration. Featureohtainsl2 milling slicks and two basins on a granite outcrop.
Feature 2 contains one slick, three saucer mortars, and one conical mortar. Feaitams three

slicks Six millingstonesarranged in a seraircular patterrwereobservedn Feature 3Artifacts

at the site include 30+ quartz flakéybsidian fragment, and 50+ buffware ceramic sherds, some

of which were burnt. In total, the site contained seven nearly coenpl#ingstones one
millingstonefragment, and twbandstones
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Dudek revisited the site in 2018 and found additional pieces of debitage and ceramics to the northeast
of the previously mapped boundary. The site boundary was expanded to coxefanéérea.

CA-SDI-20599

This site iscomposedof two prehistoric bedrock milling features. It is situated north of a
seasonal wash, on one of many exposed, exfoliated granitic outcrops in a mountainous
landscape. Vegetation observed includes chaparral, chammis&wheat, cholla, Mojave
yucca, Yucca whipplei oak trees, scrub oak, and grasses. Soil in the area consists of
decomposing granite and loafeature 1 contains two mortars, and Feature 2 contains two
slicks. Dudek revisited the site in 2018 and relocdieth of the features with the APE. No
changes to theonditionof the site were noted.

CA-SDI-20604

This 10x 8 m site is a scatter of modern and historic refuse. Vegetation consists of chaparral,
including such as chamise, buckwheat, chollajave yuccaYucca whippleiscrub oak, oak trees,

and unidentified grasses. Historic material includes bottle fragments and bases of green, brown,
and colorless glass. Modern items include car partanéial cans, fragments of unidentified
metal, and glass bottleBudek revisited the site in 2018 and found sftein the same condition

as previously recorded.

CA-SDI-20605

This 40x 35m site is a scatter of prehistoric lithics and ceramics, located 120 m south of a creek
in fairly flat, vegetated terrain punctedtby highly exfoliated granite boulder outcrops. Chaparral
vegetation including chamise, buckwheat, cholla, Mojave yitaeca whippleiand unidentified

grasses characterize the area. Sediment at the site consists of decomposing granite. Two
brownware eramic body sherds, one interior obsidian flake, and five volcanic flakes were
observedOnly a small portion of the site is within the APE.

CA-SDI-20607

This 45x 30 m site consists of a sparse scatter of lithics and ceramics located on relatively flat
terrain surrounded by lowying hills. The landscape consists of mixeldaparral vegetation
including buckwheat, chamise and unidentified grasses, and sediments of decomposing granite.
One piece of volcanic debitage, four brownware ceramic potsherds, amite@ lorownware
ceramic fragment, were observathis sitewas revisited by Dudek in 201&8ndit wasdetermined

that the site is located outside the ProjeeEA

10212

DUDEK 64 May 2019



Cultural Resources Inventory and Evaluation Report
for the Campo Wind Project with Boulder Brush Facilities

CA-SDI-20608

This 20x 10 m site consists of two prehistoric bedrock milling features. lticated offlat, sparsely
vegetated terrain punctuated by weatherworn outcrops of granitic boulders. Chaparral landscape
vegetation including chamise, buckwheat, chollajdve yuccay ucca whipplegioak trees, scrub oak,

and unidentified grasses werdath Decomposing granite and loam sediments were present. Feature

1 consists of one exfoliated saucer mortar on & 3.5m granite boulder. Feature 2 is an exfoliated
conical mortar on a 352 m boulder. No artifacts were observed at the Bitelek evisited the site

in 2018 and found thsitein the same condition as previously recorded. Feature 2 waslowited

due to the presence of a downed oak tree on the bedrock outcrop.

CA-SDI-20610

This historic refuse scatter covers axIP2m area. It idocated orflat terrain, containing exposed,
weatherworn granite boulder outcrops, and rimmed bylavwg hills. Chaparral vegetation
including chamise, buckwheat, cholla, Mojave yuctagcca whippleiscrub oak, oak trees, and
unidentified grasses pog@ié the area. Soldelot milk cans constitute the majority of the historic
refuse present. Historic ceramic sherds, milk glass shards, a shovel head, and various kitchen items
were also observe@udek revisited the site in 2018 and found the site in dn@escondition as
previously recorded.

CA-SDI-20611

This 10x 5 m site is a historic refuse scatter located on flat terrain punctuated by highly degraded
granite boulder outcrops. The site is interlaced by numerous ephemeral drainages. Mixed chaparral
vegeation including chamise, buckwheat, cholla, Mojave yu¥ea,ca whippleiscrub oak, oak

trees, and grasses was observed. Artifacts present include a small scatter of 10 historic cans,
including 7 sanitary churctkey-opened beverage cans, @ldole-punche solderdot milk cans.
Unidentifiable colorless and brown bottle glass fragments were also obdewdsk revisited the

site in 2018 and found the site in the same condition as previously recorded.

CA-SDI-21776

The site was originally recorded by PatridkGinnis and Hillary Murphy of Tierra Environmental

as a prehistoric temporary camp situated in a copse of boulders on a steep slopeal Minim
manzanita and mixedhaparral vegetation characterize the surrounding landscape. Feature 1
consists of five morta on a single 4« 3 m, highly exfoliatedboulder. Two volcanic flakes, one

green and one grey, one yellow volcanic shatter fragment, and a green volcanic hammerstone are
present south of the milling feature. Overall, the site coversxal®in areaDudek revisited the

site in 2018. Fiverolcanic and quartflakes were identified, but the mortars welifficult to
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discern due to the continued exfoliation of the rddie sitedboundarywas expanded to incorporate
the newly identified flakes.

5.1.2 Newly Recorded Sites
CWA-S-001

This is a prehistoric habitatimite, whichcontains an artifact scatter and midden deposit. The site is
bisected by a regularly maintained dirt road known as Williams Road. Midden soil and artifacts were
identified on the north ahsouth sides of the road and along the ercsldeyvallsof the road. Artifacts

at the site includ2 volcanic flakes] quartz interior, 19 brownware ceramic body sherds2andnite
groundstone fragments. One bedrock milling station containing ortarm@s observed outside and
adjacent to the Project APE. Only the portions of the site located within the Project APE were recorded
at this time, so the full extent of the site has not been delineated. Currently, the site measures
approximately 92« 30 m. Sediments at the site consist of sandy loam with decomposing granite.
Vegetation mainly consists of chamise, oak trees, buckwheat, and grasses.

CWA-5-004

This multkcomponent site consists of a prehistoric and historic artifact scatter and human
remains.The site measures approximately 830 m. Sediments at the site consist of loose
sandy loam with decomposing granite. Vegetation mainly consists of chamise, manzanita,
buckwheat, cholla, and grasses.

This site contains four small artifact concentratiotisiee prehistoric and one historic.
Concentration 1 artifacts includ@estoneware bottle fragmentfood tins,2 transfer print ceramic
fragments, more than 10 crushed food c@nsushed fuel cand, metal spoonl metal shovel
head, barbeavire fragmants, and over 50 unidentified metal fragments. Concentration 2 artifacts
include 72 brownware ceramic body sherds located within a smallsmutheast seasonal wash.

Concentration 3 artifacts include 26 brownware ceramic body sherdskandnware rimsherd
located in a small northoutheast seasonal wash. Concentration 4 artifacts include 26 brownware
ceramic body sherd§ brownware rim sherdd, brownware ceramic cup fragmertyolcanic
biface,1 metal spoonl historic shell button, and 47 calcinedne fragments.

On September 27, 2018, forensic anthropologist Dr. Hinkes visited the site with one Dudek
archaeologist and four Campo Tribal members and formally examined the bone fragments. Dr.
Hinkes identified all 47 fragments as likely human haoasisting of &cranial fragments and 41

long bone fragments.
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Surface artifacts not located within the concentrations at the site include 30+ brownware ceramic
body sherds, 100+ white glass fragmeBtsiushed oil cans, 15 whiteware ceramic fragments, 10
purple glass fragments, 15 barbed wire fragmeBtbrown glass fragment£ bottle finish
fragments, and 100+ unidentified metal fragments.

CWA-S-005

This historic site consists of an historic refuse scatter. Artifacts at the site include 40+ condensed
milk cans (all crushed), 20+ knifespened sanitary cans, 12 glass soda botiles|orless glass

bottle bases, unidentifiable glass fragments, and a few historic ceramic fragments. The site
measures approximately ¥2.5m. No evidence of a subsurface dspwas observed. Sediments

at the site consist of loose sandy loam with decomposing granite. Vegetation mainly consists of
chamise, buckwheat, cholla, and grasses.

CWS-S-006

This historic die consists of an historic refuse scatter mixed with moderseefrtifacts at the

site include approximately 50 cans consisting of paint thinner cans,-aogangd fruit/vegetable

cans, bimetal beverage cans, and musiirve churctkey-opened sanitary cariBhe site measures
approximately 2 28 m. No evidence o& subsurface deposit was observed. Sediments at the site
consist of loose, sandy loam with decomposing granite. Vegetation consists mainly of chamise,
buckwheat, and grasses.

CWS-S-007

This multicomponent site consists of an historic artifact scatter withprehistoric artifacts

in a 50 x 40 m area. The historic artifact scatter contalheramic enameled pot and
approximately 25 cans consisting of chutay-opened sanitary beverage cans, condensed
milk cans, and fuel cans. Prehistoric artifacts atdite include one brownware ceramic body
sherd and one interior volcanic flake. No evidence of a subsurface deposit was observed. The
site is located at the base of an efasing slope and is bisected by an eastst dirt road.
Sediments at the site coasdf loose sandy loam with decomposing granite. Vegetation mainly
consists of chamise, buckwheat, and grasses.

CWS-S-008

This prehistoric site consists ofsangle granitic bedrock milling feature measuring 8.2.4 m.
The feature contains a single calienortar measuring 12.% 12.5x 4 cm. No artifacts were
observed at the site. The milling feature is heavily weathered and covered with Sedenents
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at the site consist of loose sandy loam with decomposing granite. Vegetation mainly consists of
sagérush, chamiséouckwheat, and grasses.

CWS-S-009

This prehistoric site consists of a singheavily weatheredgranitic bedrock millig feature
measuring 3.& 1.5m. The feature contains one basin measuring 23 x 5 cm. Sediments at

the site consisof loose sandy loam with decomposing granite. Vegetation mainly consists of
chamise buckwheat, and grasses.

CWS-S-010

This prehistoric site consists afight density artifacscattemeasuring 2& 38 m. Artifacts at the

site include four brownware ceméc body sherds, two volcanic interior flakesd one quartz
interior flake Sediments at the site consist of loose sandy loam with decomposing granite.
Vegetation mainly consists chamisepuckwheat, and grasses.

CWS-S-011

This historic site consistd a historic refusecatter mixed with modern refuse. Historitifacts

at the site includene large rectangular fuel can; two small, rectangular fuel cans; one large, round
fuel can; one churekey-opened oil can; four knifepened fuel cans; twagallon buckets, nine
internal friction coffee cans, churdtey-opened beverage cans, and three pieces of unidentified
metal fragmentsThe site measures approximatg®x 114 m. Sediments at the site consist of
loose sandy loam with decomposing granite. Vaty@t mainly consists of creosote bush scrub,
chaparral, buckwheat, and grasses.

CWS-S-012

This prehistoric temporary camp site was first recorded in 2018 by Dudek. Thess#t®n the

top of a lowlaying hill with most of the artifacts scattered degope (to the east) and located
200metersnorthof CA-SDI-20592 The site consistsf one bedrock milling feature, light lithic

and ceramiscatteyand a possible rock blind/shelter feati8ediments at the site consist of brown
silty sandy loam allvial with decomposing granite. Vegetation includes oak trees, scrub oak,
buckwheat, cholla, and ephed@uverall, the site was found to coveB@x-30-m area.

Artifacts identified at this sitduring the surveynclude (A1) one single groundstone todifact
fragment (measuring 36-13-x-6 cm), 40 Tizonbrownwareceramic fragments (3 rim, and 37
body fragments), and approximately 20 lithic artifacts (1 obsidian interior flake, 1 dark gray fine
grain volcanic interior flake, 2 quartz interior flakes, d2dquartz shatter)Vhile the flakes were
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mainly loosely scattered across the site, most of the quartz was foundstbpenand east of
Feature 1, and all of the Tizon fragments (save the one identified within the possible rock blind)
were identified imradiately to the southeast of the rock blind and scattered-dlmpe, and east,

from this location. It is likely that the ceramic scatter represents a singtigmthat has been
scattered dowaslope over time.

One singlebedrock milling feature consisty of a 7-x-17-x-10 cm conical round mortar, located
on a bedrock boulder @asuring approximately-4-2 m. The feature is located immediately
adjacent to the massive granitic bedrock boulder dominating the oatedogite

There is also evidence of a gdde rock shelter/wind break immediately adjacent tosihgle

milling element, whichlduring the time of the survey was noted as béeavily overgrown with

thick vegetation.The rock blind appears to be formed from large granitic boulders, orienged in
roughly semicircular shape (facing east) with the semncle starting and ending against the large
outcrop boulders overlooking the entire site. The area within the rock blind appears to be
approximately 4 to 5 fin area and although it has been hiawbscured by the current
vegetation, at least one small body sherd of Tizon brownware ceramic was noted within the
possible shelter area.

ECWEP-1-015

This resource is a historic ranching site with a water trough, well pipe, and refuse durtnpughe

is approximately & 7 ft, 3 ft high, with 4 in thick walls. The well pipe consists only of the steel
pipe partially sticking out of the ground, immediately north of the trough. The refuse dump consists
of a tire, concrete rubble, and excess slufhe ste covers a % 5 m area at the edge of an open
field. Sediments at the site aremposeaf alluvial silty sandy loam and decomposing granite.

ECWEP-SW-001

This site is a sparse artifact scatter and bedrock milling features over an approximateyl@30

m area. Site constituents inclu@de secondary volcanic flakes, 33 interior volcanic flakes,

3 secondary volcanic flake&, obsidian flakes, 18 ceramic body sherds, 12 quartz flakes, and

2 ceramic rim sherds. Additionally, several tools were identifiethiwithe site including one
bifacial core, two handstone fragments, one milling stone fragment, one metavolcanic core, one
guartz core, one quartz biface, and one scraper. Bedrock milling features include one milling slick
on a large granitic outcrop anald milling slicks on a separate large granitic outcrop. Vegetation
within the site is moderately dense and consists mainly of manzanita, and scrub brush.
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ECWEP-SW-003

This siteis a late historic ranching site. The site measures B0 m. Features recoed at this

site include a large main coral, secondary fenced corals, one trash dump, and one debris dump
composedf ranching machinery. Features at the site include Feature lrad; ¢egature 2a

refuse deposit; Feature &refuse deposit located algm shallow drainage, located west of main
corral area; and Feature drefuse deposiSediments at the site consist of loose sandy loam with
decomposing granite. Vegetation mainly consists of creosote bush scrub, chaparral, buckwheat,
and grasseSpeciically dateable material is difficult to decipher, but the refuse appears to be from
the 1960s and 1970s.

ECWEP-SW-005

ECWERSW-005 was identified as a bedrock milling site with one heavily exfoliated slick.
The 15 cm diameter slick sits on a X3.5m granite boulder situated on a ldying ridge
opening up to the west into an open grassland alluvial flood plain. The landscape is dotted with
large granite bedrock boulders. Vegetation at the site consists of scrub oak, chamise, sugar
bush, cholla, and lmkwheat.

ECWEP-SW-006

This site consists of @vo historic refusedumps The site covers a 2040 m area. Vegetation in
the area includes sagebrush, ephedra, cholla, and manzanita. Sediments at theositposd
of sandy loam alluviunand DG Refuse dmp 1 (Feature 1) contains 10 nudérve sanitary cans,
10 holein-cap singleserve cans4 meat tirs, 50+ can fragmentd, transferprint whiteware
ceramic bowl sherdand 1 colorless glass bottle made by the South@tass Company. The
Southern Glass Qapany bottle dates to cA916-1931 (glassbottlemarks.com 2008-eature 2
contains PO+ glass fragments (aqua, brown, colorlessgthyst), 15 condensed milk cans,
1 battery, and 20 transfer print ceramics.

ECWEP-SW-007

Thisis an historic mining site whta few scattered cans withirl& x 30 m areaThe site is located

within low-lying ridges opening up to the west into an open valley/grassland alluadidiain.
Vegetation in the area includes sagebrush, ephedra, cholla, and manzanita. Sedimesigeat t
arecommsedof sandy loam alluviumlhe mine consists of an adir mine pit cut into a quartz

outcrop and a tailings pile, which extends downslope to the east. Three cans are present west of
the pit across a dirt road.
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ECWEP-SW-009

This prehisbric site consists of a small lithic scatter with site dimensions measurirg@@sn.
The site is situated on a small, westtaing, gentle slope. The sediments are primarily
decomposing granite. Vegetation includes chamise, redshank, cholla, buckwitteatly bus,
and scrub oak. The lithic scatter contarnaterior volcanic flakes] primary volcanic flake, 10+
volcanic shatter, antivolcanic core.

ECWEP-SW-011

ECWERSW-011 was identified as a temporary camp with debitage, ceramics, flakedsitme t
groundstone tools, and bedrock milling. The site is situated on a wide terrace above the valley
floor with an OHYV trail running nortksouth through the sit&ediments at the site are composed

of decomposing granite and silty sandy loam.

During the sirvey, Dudek identified 73 volcanidebitage 14 quartzdebitage 13 brownware

sherds3 millingstones 5 handstonesl, chert projectile point fragmer,cores,2 hammerstones,
and 3bedrock milling features in an 8247 m area.A deep, narrow drainageims along the
southern boundary of the sitéhe three milling features contain a total of six slidkemerous

heavily weathered granite boulders and outcrops are present along the western esitecththie
may have contained additional milling featsire

ECWEP-SW-017

Site ECWEPSW-017 was first recorded in 2017 by Dudahd is located approximately 80 m
northwest of SDI7140 and 100n due west of an OHV traillhe site measures 2673 m. Dudek
identified the site as having twaedrock milling featureandat least one flakeSedimentsat the

site consist ofoose, lightbrown, sandy silty loam alluvium and decomposing granite. Vegetation
includeschamise, sugar bush, cholla, and buckwheat.

TW-S-001

This prehistoric lithic scatter site was identifiedidgrthe survey phase by Dudek in 2018. The site
measures approximately 8 33m. The site consists of two loci; Locus A includes five volcanic flakes,
and Locus B includes two volcanic flakes and four quartz flakes. One volcanic test cobble, volcanic
core and volcanic flake were identified outside of the loci. Sediments at the sitraposed
predominantly of loose, ligHirown, sandy silty loam alluvium and decomposing granite. Vegetation

at the site is moderately densensisting of chamise, sugardbi cholla, and buckwheat.
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TW-S-002

This prehistoric site was identified during the survey phase oPtuiectas a temporary camp
covering a 6% 32m area. The site consists of one bedrock milling feature at the east end of the
site and a sparse lithécatter to the west. Artifacts observed include two volcanic secondary flakes,
five volcanic interior flakes, and one quartz interior flake. Ground visibility is high with sediments
compoed predominantly of loose, light brown, sandy silty loam alluviamg decomposing
granite. Vegetation at the site is sparse consisting of chamise, sugar bush, cholla, and buckwheat.

TW-5-003

This site is a habitation site consisting of a rock shelter, three bedrock milling features, a large but
sparse lithic scatter, armdmodern/historic miningest pit This site is located on the eastern side

of a north-south running drainage and covers a ¥a380m area. The rock shelter is situated on

the west slope of a small knoll, with a flat terrace extending from the roclkrsteethe drainage.

The rock shelter (Feature 4) is formed of two upright granite boulders with a third boulder that has
fallen down to form a roof. The shelter has two entrances, the western facing entrance measures
2.2 m in height and 2.7 m in width. &reastern entrance measures 1.7 m in height and 2 m in
width. Inside the rock shelter is a granite bedrock milling feature (Feature 3) with two milling
slicks. Artifacts observed inside the rock shelter include at least six volcanic flakes and three
brownware ceramic sherds. Also observed inside the rock shelter were two probable camp fire
locations with large soot stains on the ceiling above them. Sediments inside the rock shelter consist
of decomposing granite and coarse sand. A pack rat midden is itk time shelter.

Artifacts are scattered east, south, and west of the rock shelter. Artifacts observed to the east of the
shelter on the knoll includ& volcanic corel granite handstond,5 volcanic flakes4 volcanic

shatter6 quartz flakes2 quartzshatter, and@ brownware ceramic sherds. Artifacts identified to

the west of the shelter on the terrace include 16 volcanic fld8kedcanic shatter] quartz core
fragment,1 medial fragment of a quartz projectile point, 18 quartz flakes, and 10 chaitter.

Feature 1, a granite bedrock milling feature with one slick, is located approximately 60 m to the
southeast of the rock shelter.

Feature 2, a granite bedrock milling feature with three mortars is locatedsééth of the rock
shelter. Artifactssurrounding Feature 2 include 26 volcanic flakkguartz flakesl quartz core
fragment,1 volcanic retouched flake, 16 brownware body sheatsl 1 granitic millingstone
fragment. Sediments at the site ammposedof coarse, lightrown, silty sand, d®mmposing
granite, and reddishrown silty sandVegetation at the site, which includes redshank, manzanita,
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chamise, cholla, buckwheat, chia, and yucca, was moderately dense overall. The terrace west of
the rock shelter and the knoll to the east are gdlgatevoid of vegetation.

TW-S-007

This prehistoric site consists of a temporary habitatiorcenering a 15 118m areaAn OHV
road rurs north-south through the eastern most portion of the site. Artifacts at the site consist of
200+ brownwareeramc sherd, groundstoneools, flakes, and bedrock milling features.

TW-S-008

This prehistoric site ilemporary camgovering a 10% 98 m area. Site constituents include+
ceramic fragment20+ flakes and1 bedrock milling feature wit@ mortars Sedinents at the site
consist of brown silty sandy loam alluvial with decomposing granite. Vegetation at the site is
moderate throughout the site and includes scrub oak, buckwheat, cholla, and ephedra.

TW-5-009

The prehistoricsite was identified as a ceramitaier during the survey phase of tRisject in

2018 by Dudek. Dudek identified nine brownware ceramic body fragments covering E016

area. Sediments at the site consist of brown silty sandy loam alluvial with decomposing granite.
Vegetation include oak trees south of the site, scrub oak, buckwheat, cholla, and ephedra.

TW-5-010

This site is a small rock alignment with historic refuse scatter measuring approximates47

m. Site constituents include historic irrigational and industrial debris.sitk is situated othe
edge of a small drainag€he rock alignment is a small rainwater runoff diversion associated with
an old dirt road/trail thatuns through the center of the site. Sediments@amgosedof medium
brown sandy loam. Vegetation &ietsite consists mainly of scrub oak, large manzanita stands,
chamise, sugar bush, cholla, buckwheat, and sporadic grasses.

TW-S011

This prehistoric temporary camp site was first recorded in 2018 by D8delcovers an area of

22 x 11 m. The site is loated 160 m east of TV8-010, with an OHV road running east to west
through the site. The site consists of one bedrock milling feature with two slicks and one volcanic
flake. Sediments at the site consist of brown silty sandy loam alluvial with decom posiig.
Vegetation includes oak trees south of the site, scrub oak, buckwheat, cholla, and ephedra.
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TW-S-012

This prehistoric site is a temporary camp consisting of three bedrock milling features and a light
artifact scatter covering a 16635 m area. Th site is situated on a granietcropcovered knoll

in the east side of McCain Valley, just north of a narrow, deeply incised drainage. Asoaoith
trending dirt bike trail runs through the site. Sediments at the site consist of brown silty sandy loam
alluvium with decomposing granite. Numerous rodent burrows are present throughout the site.
Vegetation includes oak trees south of the site, scrub oak, buckwheat, cholla, and ephedra.

The three bedrock milling features include Featura bedrock outcropvith one slickthatis
located on the northwest site of the knBkature 2a bedrock outcrop with four milling slicks on

a small, lowlying, highly weathered granite boulder located approximately 26 m south of Feature
1, and Feature 3which contains tv@ milling slicks on a granite outcrop within the artifact
concentration on the eastern boundary ofRtogectarea.

The artifact scatter consists of ledensity concentration of ceramics and debitage including

8 metavolcanic interior flaked,quartz inteior flake, 1 obsidian interior flake, and 16 brownware
ceramic sherds. The concentration is located along the dirt bike track south of Feature 2. Two
groundstone tools located outside of the artifact concentration including a granitic unifacial
millingstone and a quartz bifacial handstone.

TW-5-013

This site is a large temporary camp situated on three adjacent knolls, separatedbgseast
trending drainages. Each knoll was delineated as a distinct locus for recordation purposes and do
not necessarilyeflect variations in activity areas or chronology/occupatidre site covers an

area of 36& 191 m. Vegetation at the site consists primarily of chamise, buckwheat, sugar bush,
redshankandcholla. Sediments at the site consist of silty sandy loan acdntbosing granite.
Heavily weathered granite bedrock outcrops are present throughoutthensite milling features
thatwere recorded during the survey likely are, or at least were, present but could not be identified
at this time.

Locus A is situatedtathe south end of the site. It contains a light, dispersed artifact scatter
composedf one handstone, less than seven pieces of quarts and volcanic debitage, and eight
ceramic sherds. One large, flat granite outcrop is present in the middle of thatldiceigop of

the knoll—this rock was likely used for milling, but no elements could be discerned due to the
heavy exfoliation, weathering, and damage caused by dirt bike riding over the top. Locus B,
located in the middle of the site, sits on a narrowgi®gest ridge with drainages to the north,

south, and west. The eastern end of the locus was delineated by a substantial decrease in artifact
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density; additional flakes and tools are present east of the locus. The locus contains a moderately
dense scattaf lithic debitage, ceramics, groundstone tools, one projectile point, and two bedrock
milling features. Feature 1, located at the west end of the locus, contains three enuiEsgrature

2, located along the drainage near the north end of the locusjroone slick. Four granite
millingstone fragments, one granite handstone, one Quartz Cottonwood projectile point base, and
one volcanic core were recorded. Other artifacts at the locus include 34 volcanic flakes, 27 quarts
flakes, 2 Obsidian Butte flake and 160+ brownware ceramic sherds. Most of the artifacts are
located on top of the knoll east of Feature 1, although many ceramic sherds and some flakes have
eroded downslope to the south.

Locus C is located north of Locus B, on the other side of dl sirsénage. The locus is situated
on primarily the south slope of a large knoll (site-SBRI-7152 is located on the top of the knoll).
Two granite outcrops with one slick each were identified along the drainage.

One artifact concentration was delineatathim the dispersed artifact scatter during the survey.
Concentration 1, located at the northwest end of the site, contains about 60 brownware sherds,
2 buffware sherdsy7 quartz debitage, 10 volcanic debitaganillingstone fragmentsl drill, 1
hammersine, and2 cores. One piece of calcined bone was found within the concentration, and
was determined to be likely human by Dr. Hinkes on September 15, 2018. Outside Concentration
1, an additional 40+ volcanic debitage, 15+ volcanic debithgbsidian flale, 150+ brownware
sherds, 20+ buffware sherds, @nldandstone were observed.

Due to the presence of human remains in two locations, the MLD requested a subsurface
excavation program to be performed to determihetherany additional remains may be presen

in the ADI. This effort was performed with evaluation efforts at site and will be documented in a
separate reporNo human remains were identified during those efforts.

TW-S-014

This prehistoricsite is a very sparse lithic scatter measyrapproximatly 58 x 38 m. Site
constituents include a concentration of lithic materials including six lithic tools. The site is situated
on a relatively flat landfornSediments areompmsedof mediumbrown sandy loam. Vegetation

at the site is moderately densenssting mostly of scrub oak, large manzanita stands, chamise,
sugar bush, cholla, buckwheat, and sporadic grasses.

TW-S-015

This multi-componensite was identified during the survey phase of Bigject as a very sparse
lithic scatterand can scattaneasuing approximately 9% 20 m. Site constituents include three
guartz flakes, three volcanic flakesd five cansThe site is situated on a relatively flat landform
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in the McCain Valley. Two dirt trails are present within the site, indicating meslern
disturbances to the site. Sedimentsa@mampsedof medium brown sandy loam. Vegetation at the
site is moderately denseonsisting mostly of scrub oak, large manzanita stands, chamise, sugar
bush, cholla, buckwheat, and sporadic grasses.

TW-S-016

This siteis a very sparse lithic scatter measgrapproximately 20« 21 m. Site constituents
include one volcanic simple flake tool, one quartz flake, and one volcanic flake. The site is situated
on a relatively flat landform. Sediments a@mposedof light-brown/yellow, loosely compacted

silty sand. Vegetation at the site is relatively sparsesisting mostly of scrub oak, chamise, sugar
bush, cholla, buckwheat, and sporadic grasses.

TW-S017

This site is a sparse lithic scatter measuring approximatek B5Bm. Site constituents include
two volcanic flakesand apossible volcanicetouched flakeThe site is situated on a gentle seuth
facing slope. Sediments acempogd of light grayisHbrown, loosely compacted sandy loam.
Vegetation at the site is modergtelense consisting mostly of scrub oak, large manzanita stands,
chamise, sugar bush, cholla, buckwheat, and sporadic grasses.

TW-5-030

This prehistoricsitewas identified during thas a temporary campeasuing approximately 4%

83 m. Site constituentsclude 1 bedrock milling feature, A pieces of debitageand5 ceramic
fragments. The site is situated on a small knoll with a drainage running along the northern
boundary and the western boundary of the site and a large bedrock outcrop in the westarn por

of the site. Site disturbances include a dirt bike trail along the eastern end. The site boundary was
confined to within the study area and may extend further west, however, this area was not
surveyed. Sediments atempogd of grayiskbrown, moderalg compact sandy loam intermixed

with decomposing granite. Vegetation at the site is moderately ,dmrssting mostly of scrub
oak,yerba santa, yucca, chamisadcholla.

TW-S-031

This prehistoric site is a sparse artifact scatter measuring apptekin3@ x 47 m. Artifacts
identified include five volcanic flakes and two ceramic brownware sherds. Three of the flakes were
found placed on a bedrock possibly from a local hiker or looter. The site situated on a generally
flat landform, slight slope facghsouth, immediately north of an ephemeral drainage and a dirt
bike trail and located just south of a large bedrock outcrop within McCain Valley. There is also a
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small granite outcrop on the west site of the site. Sedimentsoanpogd of grayiskHbrown,
moderately compact sandy loam intermixed with decomposing granite. Vegetation at the site is
moderately dense, consisting mainly of sagebrush, buckwheat, and manzanita. A large manzanita
stand on the east side of the site has created a large amountlittelear this area, obstructing
ground visibility.

TW-5-033

This prehistoric site is a temporary camp covering @ B®m area that consists of two bedrock milling
features and a sparse artifact scatter. The site is located on relatively flat testrawytjo of a series

of ephemeral drainages and a dirt bike trail. Sedimentsoanpogd of grayiskHorown, moderately
compact sandy loam intermixed with decomposing granite. Vegetation at the site is moderately dense
consisting mostly of scrub oak, chaj sugar bush, cholla, buckwheat, and sporadic grasses.

TW-5-034

This prehistoric site is a dense ceramic scatter on a flat landform measuihgr8Site constituents

include 51 brownware ceramic body sherds &ndrownware ceramic rim sherdwhich are
concentrated in the center and southwest corner of the site. Sedimeataoed of grayiskbrown,
moderately compact sandy loam intermixed with decomposing granite. Vegetation at the site consists
mostly of scrub oak, chamise, sugar bush, chaliekwheat, and sporadic grasses.

TW-5-035

This prehistoric site consssdf one bedrock milling feature and one artifact covering & 28 m

area. The site is situated on a granite outcrop west of a dirt bike track trendinesowatth
Vegetation at theite consists of scrub oak, grass, and buckwheat. Feature 1 is locatteel on
southeasportion of the site and contains one slick that is exfoliated and weathered. The bedrock
milling feature measures»?21 m with one oval slick milling surfacaf 35 x 20 cm. One volcanic
interior flakeis located approximately 15 m north from the feature.

5.2 Archaeological Isolates

Sixty-threeisolates were identified within the APE. Tal8e lists al isolates,including those
newly identified during Dudek’s survey (n=62), and tlose previously identifieth=1). Theisolates
arepredominantlyprehistoric flakes anaeramicswith two bifaces threegroundstone toolshree
cores one projectile point, one retouched flakend onehammerstonealso present Only one
historic isolate, a metal pail, was identifieichepreviously reorded isolate was not relocated, and
one newly recorded isolate is likely a remnant of a disturbed/destroyed artifact dtateeof the
isolates are unique or have any data potential and tiher@fe not eligible for listing in the NRHP
under any criteria.
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Table 5-3
IsolatesRecordedwithin the Project APE

Temporary
PrimaryNumber ID/Name Period Type Description
Previously Recorded Isolates
P-37-032854 CWA Isolate 1 | Prehistoric | Debitage Two gay volcanic interior flakes relocatea
2018
Newly Recorded Isolates
Pending CWAI-001 Prehistoric | Ceramic One brownware batierd
Pending CWA-002 Prehistoric | Debitage One quartz shatter
Pending CWAI-003 Prehistoric | Debitage One volcanicénior flake
Pending CWAI-004 Prehistoric | Debitage One volcanic interior flake volcanic shatte
Pending CWAI-005 Prehistoric | Ceramic Fourtbrownware ceramic bslugrds
Pending CWsl-006 Prehistoric | Ceramic One brownware ceramic body sherd
Pending Cwsl-008 Prehistoric | Ceramic & | One volcanicterior flake, one brownware
Debitage sherdone quartz shatten secondary conte
due to earthwork disturbances
Pending CWsl-009 Prehistoric | Core Onemultidirectionadlcanic core
Pending Cwsl-010 Prehistoric | Ceramic Onebrownware body sherd
Pending Cwg-011 Prehistoric | Core One volcangore
Pending CWAS-002 Prehistoric | Ceramic Four brownware body sherds, one brown
rim sherd
Pending ECWER-001 Prehistoric | Debitage Onecoarseagrained Yoanic Interior flake
Pending ECWER-006 Prehistoric | Ceramic Six brownware sherds (one rim, five body
Pending ECWEHR-008 Prehistoric | Debitage One volcanic interior flake
Pending ECWER-009 Prehistoric | Debitage One volcanic interior flake
Pending EGNVER-012 Prehistoric | Ceramic Five brownware body sherds
Pending ECWEHR-013 Prehistoric | Ceramic One volcanic secondary flake
Pending ECWER-014 Prehistoric | Ceramic One brownware sherd
Pending Groundstoneg One groumstbne fragment, one vukiaterior
ECWER-016 Prehistoric | and Debitagq flake
Pending Handstone | One handstone and two volcanic flakes
ECWER-017 Prehistoric | and Debitage
Pending One millingstone fragment and one volca
ECWER-018 Prehistoric | Debitage flake
Pending Projectile One quaridesersidenotched point
ECWEHR-020 Prehitoric | Point
Pending ECWER-025 Prehistoric | Debitage One volcanic interior flake
Pending ECWER-028 Prehistoric | Ceramic One brownware body sherd
Pending ECWEHR-029 Prehistoric | Debitage One volcanic interflake
Pending ECWER-030 Prehistoric | Debitage One volcanic biface thinning flake
Pending TWI-001 Prehistoric | Ceramic One brownware body sherd
Pending TWI-002 Prehistoric | Ceramic One brownware body sherd
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Table 5-3
IsolatesRecordedwithin the Project APE

Temporary
PrimaryNumber ID/Name Period Type Description
Pending TWI-003 Prehistoric | Debitage One volcanic interior flake
Pending TWI-004 Prehistoric | Ceramic Three brownware body sherd
Pending TWI-005 Prehistoric | Debitage Two volcanic flakes
Pending TWI-006 Prehistoric | Debitage Two volcanic flakes
Pending TWI-007 Prehistoric | Biface Rhyolite biface fragment
Pending TWI-008 Historic Pail One ratal pail
Pending TWI-014 Prehistoric | Biface Volcanic early stage biface fragment
Pending TWI-015 Prehistoric | Debitage One quartz interior flake
Pending TWI-016 Prehistoric | Core One voklmic core fragment
Pending TWI-017 Prehistoric | Debitage One quartz flake
Pending TWI-018 Prehistoric | Debitage One volcanic interior flake
Pending TWI-019 Prehistoric | Debitage One volcanic interior flake
Pending TWI-020 Prehistoric | Debitage Two vobmic interior flakes
Pending TWI-021 Prehistoric | Ceramic and| Two brownwasherds, two volcanic flakes
Debitage
Pending TWI-022 Prehistoric | Ceramic One brownware body sherd
Pending TWI-023 Prehistoric | Ceramic One brownware body sherd
Pending TWI-024 Prehistoric | Core One volcanic core
Pending TWI-025 Prehistoric | Ceramic Six brownware sherds (one rim, five body
Pending TWI-026 Prehistoric | Debitage One volcanic interior flake
Pending TWI-027 Prehistoric | Debitage One chert interior flake
Pending TWI-028 Prehistoric | Debitage One volcanic interior flake
Pending TWI-029 Prehistoric | Debitage Two volcanic flakes
Pending Retouched | One volcanic retouched interior flake
TWI-030 Prehistoric | Flake
Pending TWI-031 Prehistoric | Ceramic Thee brownware body sherds
Pending TWI-033 Prehistoric | Ceramic Twentyhreebrownware body sherds from
vessel
Pending TWI-039 Prehistoric | Debitage One volcanic secondary flake
Pending TWI-040 Prehistoric | Debitage One volcanic interior flake
Pending Percussing
TWI-041 Prehistoric | Tool One volcanic hammerstone/core
Pending TWI-042 Prehistoric | Debitage One volcanic primary flake
Pending TWI-043 Prehistoric | Debitage One volcanic interior flake
Pending TWI-045 Prehistoric | Debitage Onevolcanic interior flake
Pending TWI-046 Prehistoric | Debitage One volcanic secondary flake
Pending TWI-047 Prehistoric | Debitage One wlcanic interior flake
Pending TWI-050 Prehistoric | Debitage One volcanic interior flake
Pending TWI-051 Prelistoric | Debitage One volcanic flake
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Table 5-3
IsolatesRecordedwithin the Project APE

Temporary
PrimaryNumber ID/Name Period Type Description
Pending TWI-052 Prehistoric | Debitage One volcanic interior flake
Pending TWI-054 Prehistoric | Millingstone | Onemillingstone
5.3 Built Environment Resources

Four previously recordedhistoric built environmentesairces, including one radad and liree
roads were identified within the APENo new historic built environmentesourceswere
identified. Table 5-4 lists all builtenvironment resources. One resoutdeS. Highway 80, was
determinectligible for listingin the NRHPtwo have been determidaot eligible for listing and
one, Lazy M Lane, has not yet been evaluated

Table 5-4
Built Environment ResourcesRecordedwithin the Project APE
Primary Date
Number Built Type Name Within ADI | NRHP Eligibility|
Previasly Recorded Resources
CASDI6891 | 1911 Road State Route 94; Campo Road; Old No Noteligible
1930 Route 200
CASDI9059 | Prel858 | Road Lazy M Lane Yes Notevaluated
P-37024023 | 1911 Road U.S. Highway 80; Old Highway 80| Yes Eligible for NRH
1918
P-37025680 | 1907 Railroad | Union Pacific Railroad; San Diego| Yes Noteligible
1919 Arizona Eastern Railway

ADI = area of direct impacts; NRHP = National Register of Historic Places.

CA-SDI-6981

This resource is a twiane state highway (SB4) constructed ahpaved between 1911 and 1930

that connects east San Diego to communities throughout southeast San Diego County. The
highway routes through predominantly rural {yng hills and mountainsKnown as “Campo

Road” and “Old Route 200,” it roughly follows the paths of previous prehistoric trails, telegraph

lines, wagon, and stage roads. The highway was paved in the late 1920s, repaved between 1981
and 2011, and has been altered and updated through modern times. The road was evaluated by
Caltrans in 2011 and te¥mined not be not eligible for listing in the NRHP or the CRHR as it no
longer retains sufficient integrity to it period of significance due to numerous alterations and
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upgrades over the yeaBuring the current survey, the road was found to be inaimeondition
as most recently reported.

CA-SDI-9059

This resource is an historic wagon road. It lies 1.5south of Campo Creek, in a landscape
characterized by chaparral vegetation and decomposing granite and loandasmjlses first
recorded the siten 1981 as a 6 to #t wide rutted wagon road partially overgrown with brush.
Jacques notes the wagon road was indicated on an 1858 government surveyinthprefore

must predate that time. Revisiting the site in 2011, ASM Affiliates note the wagadh is called

“Lazy M Lane” and that it has been graded and its width increased on multiple occasions. As
mapped, the road crosses fP®ject Site in three locations. The westernmost segment is the
portion referred to a “Lazy M Lane” andis still extantas the graded dirt road. The middle segment

no longer appears extant, as it was not observed on the ground, nor is it visible on aerial
photographs. The eastern segment intersects a graded dirt road and firebreak, which appear to have
destroyed any evideamf the former road.

P-37-024023

This resource is the Imperial Highway, also referred to as U.&n800Ild Highway 80The
highway has been thoroughly documended evaluatethy Caltrans in 2000which determined

the highway to be eligible for listingnithe NRHP U.S. 80 is one o0 transcontinental national
highways, and one of the nation’s earliest. It extends from San Diego, California, to Savannah,
Georgia through variegated terrain in a variety of southerly climates. The highway was
constructedd promote tourism, draw commeresd support the expansion of San Diego, as well

as to take advantage &duthern California’s relatively temperate climate, which allows roadways

to remain open throughout the year. Construction of the highway occurredifdl to 1918,
followed by a period of rehabilitation and upgrades from 1918 to 1933. Modifications and updates
to the resource continue through the present.

P-37-025680

This resource is the Union Pacific Railroad, also referred to as the SanaldthyonzonaEastern
Railway. It was originally recorded by JRP Consulting in 2000, who determined the resource was
not eligible for NRHP listing. ASM Affiliates revisited a segment of the resource in 2013 and
confirmed that finding. The railway was construcbetween 1907 and 1918xtendng from El

Centro to San Diego, difornia. It was one of the last major railroads constructed irUthiged

States ASM Affiliates noted the resource is in good condition and retains many of its original
tracks, railroad tiesand stations.
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6 EVALUATION RESULTS

6.1 Evaluation Results of Archaeological Sites Within the ADI

A total of 41 archaeological sitegre bcated within the ADI (Tablé-1; Figure 41, Confidential
AppendixB). Thirty of thesesites @0 prehistoric, five historic, and five multiomponentwere
evaluated as part of thi¥oject and are discussed beld#levenarchaeological sites within the
ADI were previously evaluatednd are also discussed beldaolates and built environme
resources within the ADI are discussed in separate sections, below.

The 30 archaeologicasiteswithin the ADIthat were evaluated und8ection 106uidelines for

this project araliscussed beloywwith a discussion of the kinds and numbers of analytiods
employed during fieldwork. Site assemblage compositions and distributions are detailed and used
to assess the function and significance for eachSiegtch maps for each site showing excavation
units, suface artifacts, and features, aneludedin Confidential AppendiB.

Table 6-1
Cultural Resourcesldentified in the ADI

Resource 1D/
Primary Trinomial Period Type Evaluation Reference
P-37007139 CASD#7139 Mult Ranching; Ceramic Scattel This Report
component
P-37007140 CASD#7140 Prehisoric Temporary Camp Comeau et al. 2019b
P-37007145/7146) CASD} Multi Temporary Camp; Historic Comeau et al. 2019b
7145/7146 component Refuse
P-37007151 CASD# Prehistoric Temporary Camp Westec 1983; BFSA 19
7151/7162 Comeau et al. 2019b
P-3700712 CASDI#7152 Prehistoric Temporary Camp Comeau et al. 2019b
P-37007163 CASDI#7163 Prehistoric Temporary Camp Comeau et al. 2019b
P-37:008962 CASDI18962 Prehistoric Bedrock Milling This Report
P-37008977 CASDI8977 Multi Temporary Campstdric This Report
component Residence
P-37009018 CASDI9018 Prehistoric Ceramic Scatter This Report
P-37009050 CASDI9050 Historic Government/Educational This Report
Building Remains
P-37025856 CASDI#17205 Historic Refuse Scatter This Report
P-37032166 CASD#20368 Prehistoric Habitation This Report
P-37:032441 CASD#20587 Prehistoric Habitation This Report
P-37:032442 CASD#20588 Prehistoric Lithic Scatter This Report
P-37032444 CASD#20590 Historic Refuse Scatter This Report
P-37032445 CASD#20591 Multi Historic Feature; Groundst This Report
component Tool
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Table 6-1
Cultural Resourcesldentified in the ADI

Resource 1D/

Primary Trinomial Period Type Evaluation Reference
P-37-032446 CASD#20592 Prehistoric Habitation This Report
P-37032447 CASD1{20593 Prehistoric Ceramic Scatter This Report
P-37:032451 CASD1{20597 Prehistoric Artifact Scatter Ths Report
P-37-032458 CASDI20604 Historic Refuse Scatter This Report
P-37032459 CASD#20605 Prehistoric Artifact Scatter This Report
P-37032462 CASD#20608 Prehistoric Bedrock Milling This Report
CWSS-007 - Mult Refuse Scatter; Artifac This Report

component Scatter
CWSS008 - Prehistoric Bedrock Milling This Report
CWSS-009 - Prehistoric Bedrock Milling This Report
CWsS-010 - Prehistoric Artifact Scatter This Report
CWSS011 - Historic Refuse Scatter This Report
CWsSsS012 - Prehistoric Temporary Camp This Report
ECWERSWO003 - Historic Ranching Comeau et al. 2019b
ECWERBWO005 - Prehistoric Bedrock Milling Comeau et al. 2019b
ECWERBWO007 - Historic Quarry Comeau et al. 2019b
ECWERBWO011 - Prehistoric Temporary Camp This Report
TWS007 - Prehistoric Temporary Camp This Report
TWS-008 - Prehistoric Temporary Camp This Report
TWS010 - Historic Rock Alignment; Historic Comeau et al. 2019b
Refuse
TWS011 - Prehistoric Bedrock Milling Comeau et al. 2019b
TWS012 - Prehistoric Temporary Camp This Report
TWS013 - Prehistoric Temporary Camp Comeau et al. 2019b
TWS015 - Multi Lithic Scatter and Refuse This Report
component Scatter
TWS017 - Prehistoric Lithic Scatter This Report
TWS-030 - Multi Temporary Campstbliic This Report
component Refuse Scatter
CA-SDI-7139

This site was originally recorded by M. Johnson in 1979 as a-patiponent site with historic

rock alignments, historic refuse scatter, concrete slab, and a light scatter of Tizon brownware in a
100-x-100-m area. The site was updated in 2005 by ASM and expanded north and east. At that
time, the historic refuse scatter was found to be more dispersed than previously reported. An

10212
May 2019

DUDEK 84



Cultural Resources Inventory and Evaluation Report
for the Campo Wind Project with Boulder Brush Facilities

historic water trough, fence lines, and cow pens were also recorded outsidégihe site
boundary. The Tizon brownware sherds were not relocated at that time.

The site was revisited by Dudek in 2018. The mapped site boundary was found to be inaccurate
and was revised to reflect more accurately the observed artifacts and fe@mme=ag et al.
2019a). The vast majority of the site is outside the APE. Vegetation at this site included sumac,
buckwheat, chamise, dumasa, agrifolia, yucca, cheesebush, and agave.

Site Structure, Artifact Recovery, and Assemblage Composition

Evaluatiorefforts at the site included a resunagyhe portion of the site in the Al2hd excavation

of three STPs. The resurvey of the site did not identify any artifacts in the ADI. $ideluced

one historic window glass fragment from level 0 to 20 cm andwesollected, while ST$2 and

3 were sterile. STPs 1 and 2 were excavated to a depth of 40 cm; STP 3 was excavated to a depth
of 37 cm. Sediments in all three STPs consisted of loose, light brown, sandy decomposing granite
with a slight increase in comgi#zon with depth.

Discussion and Site Summary

CA-SDI-7139 is a multcomponent site consisting of historic ranching refuse and a light
prehistoric ceramic scatter. Within the ADI, only a single piece of colorless window glass was
identified. The lack ohssociated subsurface material collections, diagnostic artifacts or feature
elements indicate that the portion of the site within the ADI lacks sufficient cultural material to
provide information important to history or prehistory of the region.

The porion of the site outside the ADI was not evaluated and is presumed significant.
CA-SDI-7140

This site wadirst recorded in 1979 by M. Gonzalez and M. Johnson as a temporary camp covering
a 30x-10-m area. The site is located on the west side of McCaiteWarlhe initial survey
identified bedrock milling containing six slicks, three mortas®, basins and 50+ ceramic sherds,
and three flakes.

In 2017, Dudek revisited the site and found the site to be significantly larger than previously
identified, expanithg the site to cover a 3306250-m area. Dudek identified a moderately dense
surface artifact scatter and a total of 17 grarbedrock milling featuresThe site is situated
betweera drainagea series of smalills punctuated with numerouyganite bedock outcrops. A

dirt road bisects the site into roughly equal halveegetation at the site contains scrub oak,
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agrifolia, buckwheat, manzanita, chamise, yerba santa, and cholla. Sediments comprised
predominantly of loose, light brown, sandy silty loalmaum, and DG.

Only the southern end of the site is within the ADI. This portion of the site was evaluated as part

of a separate study (Comeau et al. 2018bg artifact densityidentified in the evaluated portion

of CA-SDI-7140 is relatively low(Comea et al. 2019b). The depth and distribution of cultural
materials recovered at subsurface testing reveals that most of the material is located within 20 cm
of the surface. The absence of a midden deposits or substantial subsurface deposits suggests the
site was not used for substantial habitation or occupation. Further excavation in this portion of the
site would likely to produce similar quantities and varieties of materials documented at this time
and would not provide any additional information regardibgriginal occupation of the site.

As a result of the evaluation efforts describeddmpmeau et al. (2019bdhe portion of the site
within the ADI is recommended a®t eligible for listing in theNRHP. Human remains were
identified in two adjacent exeation units(STP 11, CU 3during the evaluation. As a result,
redesign efforts at the site are in progress to asfbattsto that part otthe site.

CA-SDI-7145/ CASDI-7146

Site CASDI-7145/7146 was first recorded as two separate sites in 1979 bgrinidi and J.
Underwood. D. Dominici identified CADI-7145 as a multicomponent site containing historic
debris, three slicks on the north outcrop, four slicks on the south outcrop, one mortar, two quartz
flakes, brownware ceramic sherds, an unifaciaitelflake scraper, a basalt core/hammerstone,
utilized flakes, one quartz hammerstone, one millingstone fragment, and one handstone. J.
Underwood described GADI-7146 as a multicomponent site containing historic debris, one
mortar, angular quartz fragmtsn brownware ceramic sherds, and felsite and quartz flakes. The
vegetation in the site includes annual grasses, prickly pear, cholla, dumosa, and buckwheat.

Sites CASDI-7145 and CASDI-7146 were revisited during the survey phase of the Project in
2018 by Dudek. Dudek noted that previously undocumented bedrock milling features and
prehistoric artifacts scattered on the ground surface spanned the void between the two sites, such
that the two sites were combined to into a single site. During the survegl ®ftdi0 bedrock

milling features with a light artifact scatter covering a-34¥27-m area.

Only a small portion of the combined site is within the ABaluation efforts described I§omeau
et al. (2019byletermined that the porticof the site in the BI has nodata potentialtherefore that
portion of the site is recommended as not eligible for listing ilNREIP. The portion of the site
outside the impact area has not been evaluated anibivile impacted by the Project
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CA-SDI-7151/ CASDI-7162

This is a largehabitation site originally recorded in 1979. It contains multiple rock shelters,
bedrock milling, midden deposits, flakedstone tools, groundstone tools, ceramics, and a Hakataya
figurine in a 50&x-400-m area. Possible cremations were aisted at that time. The site was
revisited in 2006 and 2010 by ASM, with no substantial changes noted. In 2006 ASM noted that
the site may have been evaluated for listing in the NRHP, but no report or site record update
attesting to that fact was availalalethe time.

Westec combined site GBDI-7151 with site CASDI-7162 in 1983 while evaluating site. Westec
(1983) determined the site was significant, but did not provide a site record update. According to
BFSA (1998), the evaluation lacked sufficient mpiyg and did not excavate a sufficient number

of STPs or control units to properly delineate site/locus boundaries and significant deposits.

BFSA performed an evaluation at the site under CEQA, the County of San Diego guidelines, and
the County’s RPO in 1998 to determine where significant deposits are in the site and to delineate
potential open space easements for a planned lot split and residential development (BFSA 1998).
That study delineated four loci {B) within the site and determined four areas ighigicant

deposits that should be placed in open space. Significant areas of the site were determined based
on the presence of sensitive features (such as rock shelters) or subsurface deposits of two or more
artifacts in an STP or-f-1-m unit.

The majoity of the site is outside the APE, including large areas on BLM land, and the four areas
delineated by BFSA as contributing to the significance of the site. Westec (1983) and BFSA (1998)
determined that this site is significant under CEQA and eligibldigtng in the CRHR under
Criterion 4(data potential)BFSA (1998) also identified the site as significant under the County
RPO based on the presence of multiple rock shelters. The site is also considered significant under
the County RPO due to the diseoy of human remains at BFSA Locus C (Locus 3 as delineated

by Dudek) during this study. Four loci within the site were identified which contain significant
deposits/features and/or human remains that contribute to the significance of the site; &ll four o
these areas are outside the ADI of the Project and will be avoided.

Due to the presence of human remains in two locations, the MLD requested a subsurface
excavation program to be performed to determine if any additional remains may be present in the
ADI. This effort was performed for another project and was documented in a separate report
(Comeau et al. 2019b). Those efforts did not identify any human remains or significant
archaeological deposits within the Campo Wind Project ADI.
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Evaluation efforts inite ADI, documented by Comeau et al. 2019, confirmed the results of the
BFSA study that this portion of the site does not contain any significant features, archaeological
deposits, or human remains. The portion of the site within the Campo Wind ADI tleedetes

not contribute to the overall eligibility/significance of the sltestallation of temporary fencing
during construction along the ADI will reduce potential impacts to the unevaluated portion of the
site to less than significant.

CA-SDI-7152

Site CA-SDI-7152 was first recorded in 1979 by M. Johnson as concentrated artifact scatter. The
site initially measured a 180-50-m area and is covering two small knolls bisected by a drainage.
The site contains chert, felsite, basalt, obsidian, and chalcéd&rg, one large chopping tool or

core, one ceramic bowl, one millingstone, ongntistone, and burned animal bone. Vegetation
included manzanita, artemesia, dumosa, prunis, and buckwheat. The sediment is composed of
decomposing granite.

Dudek revisitedhe site in 2018 and relocated the artifact scatter, one possible rock shelter (Feature
1) and a bedrock milling outcrop with two milling slicks (Feature 2). A dirt bike trail runs-north
south through the site on the eastern edge of the western knopo$sible rock shelter consist

of one large granite boulder with a small concavity on the north side. A smaller boulder sits in
from of the concavity, providing a wind and sun break. No evidence of midden soils or thermal
features were noted in the condgviOne ceramic bowl fragment (Al), and a few small sherds,
were noted adjacent to the concauvity.

Evaluation efforts performed for another project (Comeau et al. 2019b) encompassed the entire
Campo Wind ADI. The evaluated portion of theite is not likely to yield any additional
information regarding the prehistory of the regias the site has no data poteritiad not eligible

for listing in theNRHP. Theunevaluateghortion of the sités outside the ADBhnd will be avoided

by Project design.

CA-SDI-7163

Site CASDI-7163 was first recorded in Y. Gonzalesn 1979 The site issituated on the east
side of a dirt roadgovering a 2&x-20 m area. Gonzales identified this site as a bedrock milling
site containing 19 mortars and slicks, along with dimn brownware ceramic sherd, and one
felsite scrapetool. Vegetation on this site included agrifolia, oak, and red shank. Sediments are
composed of decomposing granite aaddy loam

Dudek revisited the site ardtlring the surface inventory identifieohly one volcanic debitage,
one brownware ceramic body fragment and miléng feature. Thébedrock millingfeature and
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artifacts were relocated approximately 60 m south of the mapped location but maigkyittze
site record sketch map.

Evaluation efiorts performed for another project (Comeau et al. 2019b) encompassed the entire
Campo Wind ADI. The evaluated portion of theite is not likely to yield any additional
information regarding the prehistory of the region @nthereforeeecommended as netigible

for listing in theNRHP. Theunevaluateghortion of the sités outside the ADBhnd will be avoided

by Project design.

CA-SDI-8962

This site is a bedrock milling station with one basin. It is located»o#-m boulder outcrop on a
ridge top 200m east of a drainage. Vegetation inside of and surrounding the site includes wild
cherry, ribbonwood, buckwheat, lilac, live oak, and prickly pear. The site was revisited by Dudek
in 2018 but could not be relocated. It appears that either alluvial sedimettor vegetation
obscured the feature, or the feature was mapped inaccurately.

Site Structure, Artifact Recovery, and Assemblage Composition

Evaluation efforts at the site includedesurvey and excavation of three STPse resurvey of

the site did nbidentify any artifacts. The previously recorded bedrock milling feature was not
relocated at this time. A highly exfoliated, granite outcrop was located in the site boundary within
the ADI; it was noted that the milling element likely eroded away inrtegvening years. STPs
wereplaced within the site boundaagljacent to thgranite outcrop

Three STB were excavated within the site to determine if there is any subsurface component to
the site and investigate the site’s integrity. All of the STPs were sterileand were terminated
between 25 and 30 cmbs due to encountering decomposing granite or bedrock. ABBtPthe
containedoosely compacted, very dark brown to brown, damp, coarse loamy sand with increasing
compaction with depth.

Discussion an&ite Summary

CA-SDI-8962 is a prehistoric site reported to contain one bedrock milling feature. The presence
of the bedrock milling feature noted in the original site record, indicates a limited amount of food
processing occurred here. The prehistoricrdek milling feature noted in the original site form

was not relocated and no artifacts were recovered subsurface during the evaluation phase of the
Project. The overall absence of artifacts and features identified in the evaluated portion of the site
doesnot provide substantial information regarding the prehistory of the region. Due to the absence
of extant features and artifacts, the siteaseligible for listing in theNRHP.
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CA-SDI-8977

This mult-component site contains a prehistoric temporary camdpan historic residential site. The

site is located north of Campo Creek and is bisected by a dirt road. Riparian woodland vegetation such
as oak, sagebrush, buckwheat, and unknown grasses populate the site and surrounding landscape.
Decomposing granitand loam constitute sediments at and surrounding the site. The site was first
recorded in 1981 by C. Taylor as a3680-m site with four bedrock milling features and an associated

lithic and ceramic surface scatter. The milling features contain sis slicktwo mortars. Artifacts at

the site include five ceramic sherds and one piece of lithic debitage.

Subsequent visits to the site by Terri Jacques in 1981 and ASM in 2011 expanded #t8@& 90

m area. Historic period residential components of tteeisclude a granite house foundation, a
dam, an historic roadway, a refuse scatter inclusive of bottles dating to the 1940s, and the text
“J.H. 1947 carved into bedrock north of the house foundation. ASM identified a previously
unrecorded millingstonedgment and one additional volcanic flake. Although a very small portion

of the site boundary overlaps the APE, no artifacts or features are located within the APE.

Site Structure, Artifact Recovery, and Assemblage Composition

Only the most north westerrogiion of the site was revisited for the evaluation phase of this
project, as the vast majority of the site is located outside the Blluation efforts at the site
included a resurweand excavation of tw8TPswithin the project’s ADI. The resurvey identified

two volcanic debitage, one burnt faunal (farman) bone fragment, and one fragment of historic
glass. The bedrock milling features recorded in the original site form is located outside the ADI.

Two STPs werexcavateavithin the site boundary arkDI to determine if there is any subsurface
component to the site and investigate the site’s integrity. STP 1 and STP 2 were both excavated to

a depth of 40 cm. The sediments in STP 1 consisted of a light brown to brown sandy DG loam
with DG cobbles. Theediment in STP 2 consisted of very dark grayish brown sand clay loam
with less than five percent gravels. Both STPs were sterile.

Discussion and Site Summary

CA-SDI-8977 is a multicomponent site contains bedrock milling features, light prehistorcartif
scatter, and historic refuse. Within the ADI, only two debitage, one faunal bone fragment, and one
historic glass fragment were recovered. The paucity of surface artifactacndflassociated
subsurface material, diagnostic artifads feature elments indicate that the portion of the site
within the ADI lacks sufficient cultural material to provide information important to history or
prehistory of the regiorthe portion outside of the ADI consists of a prehistoric temporary camp
and historic resiential site containing bedrock milling features and a light artifact scatter.
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The presence of prehistoric pottery provides evidence the site is associated with Late Prehistoric
or ethnohistoric occupatiomowever, there is a lack of subsurface cultdegbositsin the ADI

that would provide any additional information regarding the lengtioltinuity of the occupation.

The presence of debitage noted in the original site resamdicative oftool maintenance and tool
processingThe presence of the dmck milling feature noted in the original site record, suggests
some degree of food processing occurred here.

The portion of the site within the ADI is not eligible for listing in tRBRHP. The portion of the
site outside the ADI was not evaluated angdressumed significant.

CA-SDI-9018

This site is a small, light density ceramic scatter that coversxalfim area. It was recorded in

1981 by C. Taylor on the north side of a 1958 wagon road$DR9059), and lies 300 m east of

a valley containing a ssonal creek. The site and surrounding landscape is comprised of
decomposing granite sediments and populated by chamise, red shank, buckwheat, lilac, rabbit
brush, manzanita, and Mojave yucca. The ceramic scatter includes approximately 10 brownware
sherdsASM revisited the site in 2011 and was only able to relocate a single ceramic rim sherd on
the south side of the extant dirt road. It was noted at the time that the dirt road had been graded
and widened, likely destroying or at least displacing the site.

Site Structure, Artifact Recovery, and Assemblage Composition

The entire site is located within the ADI and was evaluated at this Ewaduation efforts at the
site included a resurvey and excavatiotwaf STPs. The resurvey of tieatiresitedid not dentify
any artifacts on ground surface.

Two STPs were excavated to a minimal depth of 40 cm. STP 1 and STP 2 both contained loosely
compacted, brown saddam with up to 10 percent simgular gravels. Both STPs were sterile.

Discussion and Site Summary

CA-SDI-9018 is a small ceramic scatter, as recorded in the original site form. The ceramic scatter
was not relocated during the evaluation phase of this project.

While the presence of prehistoric pottery provides evidence the site is associated aith a L
Prehistoric or ethnohistoric occupation, there is an absence of other materials or features that could
provide additional information regarding the length of and continuity of occupation. The absence
of substantial subsurface deposits in the evaluatetion of the site do not provide substantial
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information regarding the prehistory of the region. Therefore, based on the limited data potential,
site CASDI-9018 is recommended as mtigible for listing in theNRHP.

CA-SDI-9050

This site consists ohe historic Campo Indian Agency/school house complex. The site consists of

a chained/fenced area, ramada rubble piles, dirt roads, artifact scatters, and refuse deposits first
documented by Terri Jacques in 1981. The location and contents of the sitecoafemed by

ASM Affiliates in 2011. The site is located south of Campo Creek, in a landscape dominated by
oak, elm, maple, unknown grasses, and sandy loam sediments. According to Jacques, historic
documents show the Agency complex was built in 1911uaad through 1933, with discontiguous

use of the site through 1981 including the construction and utilization of fiesta facilities.

Eight features and several additional site components (ramada rubble piles, electric line, concrete
fixtures, a chained area granite rock scatter/possible house foundation) constitute the roughly
rectangular 18%-128m site, whose northwestern quadrant also hosts a network of old dirt roads.
Six ramada rubble piles are dispersed throughout the features. An electrislingrgtnorthwest

corner of the siteTwo concrete fixtures one square measuring-860-in and one rectangle
measuring 4&-20-in, are located in the north central segment of the site. A chained area is situated
in the northeast quadrant of the sitela scatter of granite rocks/possible foundation lies along

the soutkcentral site boundary. A single round, concrete water tank measurirgl#@ is

present south of the main road, on a small hill. Each of the features was documented extensively
in the initial recordation. Jacques (1981) indicated that the site is potentially significant but did not
evaluate the site at that time.

Site Structure, Artifact Recovery, and Assemblage Composition

Only the western portion of the site is located within thd.Afvas found that Feature A (recorded

as such in both this report and the original recording), a historic cobble structure, straddles the ADI
boundary. It was documented extensively in the initial recordation and was updated as part of this
resurvey. Tk northern wall, measures approximately 59 inches in width, by 111 inches in height,
and a variable 282 inches in thickness. The door on the eastern wall has a cement frame that
measures 2 inches thick. This structure is composed of granite cobblesaretee mortar.

Surface artifacts collected included seven glass fragments, one historic ceramic fragment, and
materials samples collected from the Feature A itself. These samples included a brick, mortar and
concrete casing fragment.

Subsurface testingpnsisted of five STPs, and one STU. STP 2, 4 and 5 were positive, while STPs
1, 3 and 6 were negative. STP 2 encountered seven glass fragment and three ceramic fragment in
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level G-20, with level 2040 yielding a total of 13 artifacts; three ceramic, fglass, and six metal.

It was at 4@m below surface that three cobbles were encountered with a small clay layer adjacent
on the western side. STU 1 was placed on the adjoining western wall to chase the possible feature.
STU 1 yielded one glass and one rh&@gment in the €0 level. The 2040 level produced eight

glass fragments (one milk glass, vessel glass), three ceramic fragments, and four metal fragments.
The cobbles did not extend from STP 2 and into STU 1, thus, do not constitute a feature. STP 4
was immediately to the west of Feature A. lev@0produced one glass and one metal fragment.

Discussion and Site Summary

The subsurface excavation at this site shows only a shallow deposit of historic mafet@ks
depth of 40 cmAs a result of tis evaluation effort, thgortion of the sitewithin the ADI is
recommended awot eligible for listing in th&NRHP due to the lack of data potentighe portion
of the site outside the impact area has not been evaluated and will be avoided by pigject des

CA-SDI-17205

This historic site consists of a large refssatter, originally recorded by Tierra Environmental in
2004. Artifacts at the site include over 600 cans, more than 100 bottles, historic ceramic fragments,
a bed frame, and springdasedon the bottles, the refuse scatter dates from the 1920s to the 1950s.
Sediment at the site consist of loose sandy soil. The vegetation includes live oak, manzanita, sugar
bush, white sage, scrub oak, yucca, and grasses. ASM Affiliates relocated the26i1e iand

revised the site boundary to an approximatehx4-m area. ASM noted that the site is in the
same general conditional as previously recorded. Dudek revisited the site in 2018 and observed
the site in the same condition and location as regdryeASM.

Site Structure, Artifact Recovery, and Assemblage Composition

The site is primarily located outside the ADI, with only its southern portion overlapping. The site
was resurveyed as part of the current effort. During this effort three trash tatioes were
identified, two of which were previously identified by ASM. The third concentration is identified

a small dump on the eastern side of the unnamed road. Overall, this addition did not alter the basic
description of the site’s constituents. Suiface artifacts noted at eacbncentratiorare inclued in

Table 62. Each concentration consists primarily of consumables, with food cans, condiment bottle
fragments, and soda/beverage bottles the most abundant. Fuel and oil cans round out the
assemblagéA dirt road has been graded through the site. Concentrations 1 and 3 appear to have
been redeposited by the grading into their current locations; this material likely originated with
Concentration 2, which appears intact, given its location further effoéhd.
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Table 6-2
Surface Artifacts in Concentrations +3

Conc. | Type Side Seam | Opening Size Label Function Ct.
1 Sanitary Crimped Knife Cut 41/4"x 6 3/4" | NIA Oil can 10+
1 Kerosene | Crimped Screw Cap | 11" x 14" Brayco Kerosene 1
1 Hat Ciimped Screw Cap | 51/2"x 8 1/2" x| N/A Solvent 1
rectangle 10"
1 Sanitary Crimped Church Key | 4 1/2" x 3 1/8" | N/A Potted meat 1
1 Sanitary Crimped Church Key | 2 1/2" x 4" N/A Unknown 1
1 Sanitary Crimped Rotary 6 1/2%7" N/A Coffee 1
1 Flat Top Crimped ChurcliKey | 4 13/16 x 2 9/16 N/A Beverage 1
1 Sanitary Crimped Knife Cut 33/4x21/8"x3 N/A Potted meat 1
1/4"
1 Flat Top Crimped Church Key | 6 1/8" x 2 5/8" | N/A Tallboy 1
Beverage
1 Hole in top | Crimped Knife Cut 41/4"x 3 1/8" | N/IA Unknown 1
1 Bimetal Cimped Pull tab 43/4" x 2 9/16"| N/A Beverage 1
1 Conetop Crimped Screw Cap | 51/2"x 2 3/4" | N/A Beverage 1
1 Sanitary Crimped Rotary 4 3/8" x 3 1/16" | N/A Food 1
1 o]] Crimped Church Key | 51/2"x 4" N/A Unknown 1
1 Fuel Crimped Screw Cap | 10 3/8" x /2" x | N/A Raylube Motor 1
59/16" oil can
1 Automatic | Colorless | Beverage Dr. Pepper white and red Soda 1
Machined label
1 Automatic | Colorless | Wine whole N/A Wine 20+
Machined
1 Automatic | Colorless | Apple sauce| whole N/A Applesauce 20+
Machined
1 Automatic | Colorless | Ketchup fragment N/A Condiment 20+
Machined
1 Automatic | Colorless | Vinegar whole N/A Condiment 10+
Machined
2 Automatic | Colorless | Beverage Ownedllinois N/A Soda 1
Machined
2 Automatic | Colorless | Condiment | N/A Codiment 1 2
Machined Bottle
2 Automatic | Colorless | Small N/A Unknown 1 2
Machined Beverage
Bottle
2 Flat Top Crimped Church Key | 4 1/16" x 2 9/16| N/A Hamms Beer 20+
2 Flat Top Crimped Church Key | 4 1/16" x 2 9/16| N/A Beverage 10
2 Sanitary Crimped Rotary 45/16" x B/8" | N/A Food 10
3 Oblong Crimped Rotary 10 3/8" x 7 1/4" | N/A Canned ham 1
4 3/4"
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Table 6-2
Surface Artifacts in Concentrations 13
Conc. | Type Side Seam | Opening Size Label Function Ct.

3 Sanitary Crimped Knife Cut 10 3/44" x 4" N/A Potted meat 1
3 Sanitary Crimped Rotary 6 7/8" x 6 1/16"| N/A Food 1
3 Sanitary Crimped Rotary 6" x 4" N/A Milk 1
3 Hole in top | Crimped Knife Cut 37/8"x27/8" | NIA Food 50+
3 Bimetal Crimped Church Key | Crushed N/A Food 1
3 Sanitary Crimped Tear tab 13/4"x31/4" | N/JA Tuna 1

Total 44

A total of four STPs were placed within the site to test for subsurfaceitsepds STPs tested
negative. STP fvas excavateth the ADI, in an area of low disturbance on the eastern side of the
dirt road STRs 2, 3 and 4vereplaced in the concentratiorSedimentsencountered in the STPs
consisted of 8 to 20 cm of loose, damgrey brown to black sandy loam overlaycgmpactbrown
coarse clayey san8TPs were excavated to depths ranging from 33 to 4@itmere negative

Discussion and Site Summary

The site consists of refuse dump that was likely used multiple times arslibsequently been
disturbed by more recent activity in the area. Although artifacts at the site have been pushed
around, no subsurface deposit is present at theT$itesite is recommended awot eligible for

listing in theNRHP.

CA-SDI-20368

This muti-component site was originally recorded in 2010 by ASM Affiliates as a prehistoric
habitation site spread over three loci and one historic well feature. In 2011, ASM expanded the
site to include additional flakes and ceramic sherds. The site is sitnatéghdscape of loying

hills and bedrock outcrops. Vegetation present includes buckwheat, black oaks, and grass. Two
drainages and a road bisect the site. Overall, the site coversxalB3am area.

Site Structure, Artifact Recovery, aAdsemblage&€omposition

The ADI runs a north/south path through the eastern portion of the site. Only the portion within the
ADI was tested. The ADI path follows a dirt road running in the same alignment through the site.

The site had a general surface collectiotwia parts (Locus A on the weside of the roadand
Locus B on the east). Locus A produced a total of 12 artifacts; nine ceramic body sherds and three
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rim sherds. Locus B consisted of 19 artifadtfs ceramic body sherds, two ceramic rim sherds,
and twodebitage (one quartz, and one volcanic).

The subsurface testing at this site consisted of 14 STPs, two SSUs and one STU. Only STP 9
located in Locus Band the two SSUs wepmsitive. STP 9 yielded two ceramic body shdrdm

0-20cm. SSU 1 was locatemh the east side of the road and measr@ga5 m, orientedeast/west

This unit was excavated to 3 cm below the surfgigdding one ceramic body sherd. SSUY®5

x 2 m)was placed on the western side of the road between STPs 5 and 6. This unégdc
ceramicbody sherd and one CCS debitégen 0-5 cm

Sediment®bserved at this site showed that most of the site has shallow alluvial sandy clay loam
deposits with DG bedrock observed in spots as shallow as 18 cm.

Discussion and Site Summary

The portion of the sitewvithin the ADI consists of a sparse artifact scatter, which is effectively
confined to the ground surface. No features or significant subsurface deposits were identified in
the ADI. This portion of the site has no potential to providermation important to historgr
prehistory. Thereforehe sitds recommended amt eligible for listing in theNRHP. The portion

of the site outside the impact area has not been evaluated and will be avoided by project design.

CA-SDI-20587

This sitewas originally recorded by ASM as a 22@5m sparse scatter of prehistoric lithic
debitage, tools and groundstone. It is located on the south slope of a gently sloping ridgeline. One
drainage bisects the site and another forms its eastern boundarg.diaqgarral vegetation types
including chamise, buckwheat, cholla, Mojave yuc¢acca whippleiand unidentified grasses
punctuated by highly exfoliated granitic boulders characterize the landscape. Sediment in the area
consists of decomposing granite.

The site was reported to contain a moderately dense lithic scatter that includes 60+ lithic flakes,
two handstones, one pestle fragment, two estdge quartz biface fragments, two retouched
flakes, one flake with battering, and one volcanic scraper. Dggngetative cover and
correspondingly poor ground visibility means additional cultural constituents are likely present.

The site was revisited by Dudek and expanded south and west; the site now covexsl8&23

m area. A light density scatter of debgagbrownware ceramics, multiple cores, and a
hammerstone were observed in the expanded site area. Additional artifacts were also noted to
extend east off the reservation boundary but were not recorded at this time.
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Site Structure, Artifact Recovery, ands@mblage Composition

The site and the project ADI overlap in two areas. These areas were identified as the North portion and
the South portionThe north portion constitutes the far north end of the site; the south portion consists
of a small sliver alonthe western edge of the site, near the southldredsurface inventory produced

a total of 51 artifacts. These included five pgirdveniencédool artifacts, one CCS simple flake tpol

one volcanic retouchdthke tool, 40 volcanic debitage, three quatebitage, and one CCS debitage.

The point collected tool artifacts are as follows: one volcanic core (Al), volcanic hammerstone (A2),
granitic handstone fragment (A3), granitic millingstone (A5), and one CCS core. There was an item
identified as A4 initily collected, later deaccessioned as-naltural.

A total of 15 STPs were excavated throughout theadlterere negative for subsurface deposits. The
soil profile in the area is characterized by loamy sands for the upper 30 criposétycompacted
DG sands beloymuch of the northern end is comprised of in situ decomposing granite bedrock

Discussion and Site Summary

The two portions of the site evaluated at this time consist of light density lithic scatters that are
confined to the surfaceThe quatity and variety of artifacts at the site is fairly limited; combined

with the absence of subsurface deposits and features, this portion of the site is unlikely to provide
information important to prehistory, other than what has been documented Asrairesult of

the evaluation efforts described here, plogtions of the sitewithin the ADI is recommended as

not eligible for listing in theNRHP. The portion of the site outside the impact area has not been
evaluated and will be avoided by project design

CA-SDI-20588

This site is a sparse scatter of prehistoric lithic debitage and one hammerstone spread-gver a 38
10-m area. It is situated near the center of a broad, 1sorith trending ridge, in an undulating
landscape punctuated by granite bedrogtcmps. The landscape is characterized by chaparral
vegetation, such as chamise, buckwheat, cholla, Mojave ydacaa whippleiand unidentified
grasses, and decomposed granite sediments.

Site Structure, Artifact Recovery, and Assemblage Composition

This site was resurvey as part of the evaluation phase. This survey found the totality of the site
within the project ADI. Only two total artifacts were recovered from the surface inventory: one
volcanic debitage, and one CCS retouched edge tool (A2tobhas also point collected.
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Testing consisted of three STPs along the length of the site. None produced subsurface artifacts.
The soils observed showed DG to exist at a variable 30 to 50 cm below surface, with an alluvial
sandy loam upper layer.

Discusion and Site Summary

Due to the paucity of artifacts and absence of subsurface deposit, this site does not have the
potential to provide information important to prehistoBasel on the results of the current
evaluation effort, theite isrecommended awot eligible for listing in theNRHP.

CA-SDI-20590

ASM recorded this site as a historic refuse scatter located on the southern edge of a dirt road.
Chaparral vegetation types such as chamise, buckwheat, cholla, MojaveYuota,whipplei

and unidentied grasses populate the site. The scatter includes 40+ historic cans and two glass
bottle fragments in a 38-12-m area. The presence of a Mayfield Glass maker’s mark and
condensed milk can measurements indicate the refuse was deposited in the 1950s.

Site Structure, Artifact Recovery, and Assemblage Composition

The evaluation process included a resurvey of the sitexralation of three STP$he surface
inventory produced a total of ten artifacts in the following proportions: four miscellaneous metal
fragments, three glass fragments, two ceramic fragments, and one complete metal can. A total of
64 artifacts were observed on site but not collected (Tédg Identifiable artifacts are all
consumables, with the exception of a single belt buckle and iEsepof a white wear ceramic
vessel.Only one dateable makers maker was identified, a Maywood Glass bottle base which
broadly dates from ca. 193®61.The remaining artifacts all have broad manufacture dates dating
from the early 1900s through modeimés.

All three STPs contained sandy loam with decomposing granite gravels to a depth of 40 cm, with
STP 1 encountering brown sandy loam frorl5®cm. All three STPs were negative.

Table 6-3
Historic surface artifacts at CA-SDI-20590

Count Type Size(L xW x H) or (D x H) Description
28 Sanitarycan (4 5/ 160 x 3 Single serve standard sanitary can, rotary open
15 Milk can 2.x502.50 Soldered dot milk can, hole punch
3 Sanitarycan |40 x 40 Multi serve san can
1 Buckle Belt
4 Sanitarycan |45/ 0 x 3 2/ 1 ( Standard singderve knife open

10212

DUDEK 98 May 2019



Cultural Resources Inventory and Evaluation Report
for the Campo Wind Project with Boulder Brush Facilities

Table 6-3
Historic surface artifacts at CA-SDI-20590
Count Type Size(L xXW x H) or (D x H) Description
1 Soldedot 3 14/ 1606 x 3| Soldedot beverage can
2 Square tin Potted meat
1 Brown glass | Fragments Bottle base, possibly Bleach (L) 17 embossed
1 Mason Jar Base
1 AloholBottle Colorless Base
1 Owal glass Colorless Maywood Glasb&se (ca 193®61)
5 Ceramics White ware
1 Hinge top tin Tobacco tin

Discussion and Site Summary

The artifact assemblage of the site consists of generic food and beverage containers, with a few
household gods ixed in. The site is likely a single episode dump produced through homesite
cleanup. The site lacks unique material or other indicators of who specifically dumped the material,
other than to say it was likely a family on the reservation, given the it Imawst been dumped
sometime after 1930 and the reservation was established long before then, and given the paucity
of material, the site lacks the potential to provide information important to prehiGtioen the

current evaluation resultthe site is reeammended asot eligible for listing in theNRHP.

CA-SDI-20591

This site is a historic water trough containingrsassociated prehistoric groundstone tool. It is
located in an undulating field clear of vegetation, west of a dirt road. Mixed chapametdtiay
characterizes the surrounding landscape. The historic trough’s exterior measures 19-x-12-x-4-ft

tall. “C.C.C.I.D. MAR 31, 1938” is inscribed in the trough cement — indicating the trough is
associated with the Civilian Conservation Cof@€C) Indian Division (19331942). The trough

is constructed of cement and rock, with an interior of smoothed cement. A depression at the top of
the north wall separates the primary water storage area from the lower trough from which animals
would drink. A single bi@cial millingstone fragment was found in the trough.

With the nature of this site consisting of above ground construction, no subsurface investigations
were done. A thorough resurvey vyielded no additional artifacts or featungdsding the
millingstone The trough was thoroughly photographed and documehtedgh profile and plan
drawings) This type of feature is ubiquitous in rural areas, particularly were ranching occurred.
As a utilitarian type of feature, it is not architecturallyiqueor associted with any persons or
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events important in history and has not potential to provide information important to history.
Thereforethesiteis recommended asot eligible for listing in theNRHP.

CA-SDI-20592

This is a habitation sitpreviously documentkto containone bedrock milling feature, a midden
deposit, and three concentrations of lithics, ceramics, groundstone, and clidteoéhe survey

phase of the project, redesign efforts were made to limit the potential impacts to the site. The
revisedaccess roads in therea weremodified to provide access to adjacent turbines, which
required additional survey; this survey was performed in conjunction with the evaluation efforts
where the roads intersect the margins of tharsiteultiple locationsThe additional survey efforts
outside the site boundargtentified two new loci(Locus Aand B and a single milling feature
outside any defined locus or concentration

Site Structure, Artifact Recovery, and Assemblage Composition

Locus A is approximatel$30 m west of the previously mapped site boundary and contains two
milling features, a concentration of ceramics (Concentration 4), and a light scatter of lithic
debitage, ceramics, and groundst@@face collections from Concentratitotaled 19 cerams

(18 body sherds and one rim shefur volcanic flakes and nine ceramic sherds were collected
from Locus A outside concentration #he two milling features are highly weathered granite
outcrops; the smaller outcrop contains eight slicks; the laeggure immediately west cantinas

on one very heavily weathered slick which is comprised of only a few polished high spots.

Locus B was identified south of site and is comprised of one milling feature and three groundstone
tools. The milling feature is siaited at the edge of small drainage and contains ten slicks.

Surface collections from Concentrati8r{as delineated in the prior survegensisted of 36 total
artifacts in the following proportions: 27 ceramic body sherds, one rim sherd, two quatdgelebi
and six volcanic debitag@ne milling featuravas also recordeglast of Concentratiod, outside
the ADI. It consisted of a single slick on a ldaying granite boulder. One handstqAd.08) was
noted on the feature but was not collecsdhis ara will not be disturbed

A general surface collectiof8C2)was doneat the southeast corner of the sibere the site
intersects the ADlwhich yielded five quartz debitage, three volcanic debitage, one volcanic
simple flake tool, and one ceramic bodgih

Eleven point collected tool artifacts were collediean the site, and on@&108)was recorded but
not collected Table6-4).
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Table 64
Individually Collected Surface Artifacts from CA -SDI-20592
Location Field ID Artifact Description
Locus A A1 Granitic Handstone
Locus A A101 Granitic Millingstone
Locus A A102 Granitic Millingstone
Locus A A-103 Granitic Millingstone
Locus A A104 Granitic Millingstone
Locus A A105 Granitic Handstone
Locus A A-106 Granitic Millingstone
Concentration 3 A107 Granitic Millingstone
Locus B A-109 Granitic Millingstone
Locus B A110 Granitic Handstone
Locus B All11 Granitic Handstone

A total of 13 STP were placed in theortionsof the sitethat intersect thé&DI. STPs 1, 2 and,6

all in Locus A,werepositive for artifacts in the-20 cm level STP ], in concentration produced

two ceramic body sherds. STP 2 produced only one quartz debitage. STP 6 had the highest yield
two quartz debitage and one volcanic hammerstone fraginefore terminating @8 cmupon
encountering bedrock

One SSU was alsexcavatd to test the subsurface density of Concentration 1. SSU 1 measured 1
x 1 m and was excavated to 2 cm below surface. The SSU produced three ceramic body sherds.

The sedimenthroughout the sitérom 0 to 20 cm consisted of loosely compacted, dark brown,
moist, sandy silty loam. From 20 #® cm the sediment consisted of moderately compact, light
brown, sandy silty loam with approximately 25 percent grd¥etomposing granite bedrock had
variable defhs with the lowest exposure at 15 cm.

Discussion and Site Summary

The portions of the site within the ADI are comprised of limitess¢ activity areasor food
processingand the manufacture of retouched flakes and other simple flakedstone tools.
Concentation 4 likely represents a single broken ggb midden deposits or other features
indicative of longetterm occupation were identified in the ADI. Although other portions of the
site outside the ADI have such deposits, the outlaying portions of tha site ADI represent
more ephemeral us@iven the limited quantity of artifacts, and very limited subsurface recovery,
these portions of the site are unlikéty provide information important to prehistorier the
evaluation efforts described here, gatiors of the sitewithin the ADlarerecommended asot
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eligible for listing in theNRHP. The portios of the site outside the impact areardaot been
evaluatedhus will be avoided by Project activities

CA-SDI-20593

This site is a &-3-m scatter bprehistoric brownware sherds. It is located in a natural clearing in

a densely vegetated, undulating landscape. Surrounding vegetation includes chaparral types such
as chamise, buckwheat, cholla, Mojave yuctacca whippleiand unidentified grasses. &h

scatter includes 19 brownware potsherds, which likely originate from a single vessel.

Site Structure, Artifact Recovery, and Assemblage Composition

Evaluation efforts at the site included a resurvey and excavation of one SSU and one STP. The
resurvey ofthe siterelocated all 19 sherds which were collected as one sa®fld.1 was
excavated within thecatterto a depth of 2 cmproducing two sherd§ he sediment in the SSU
consisted of loosely compacted, dark brown, moist sandy silty loam.

One STP wasxcavated withinthe SSUo determine if there is any subsurface component to the
site and investigate the site’s integrity. STP 1 was excavated to a depth of 27 cm, terminating at
decomposing granitéOne brownware ceramhmody sherd was recovered fromid@20 cm. The
sedimentirom 2to 20 cm consisted of loosely compacted, dark brown, moist, sandy silty loam.
From 20 to 27 cm the sediment consisted of moderately compact, light brown, sandy silty loam
with approximately 25 percent gravel.

Discussion andif Summary

The prehistoric site consists of a ceramicgroip thatis likely from theonevesselThe presence

of prehistoric pottery indicates that the site is associated with Late Prehistoric or ethnohistoric
occupation, although no other dateable maltewas recovered which could refine the
chronological associatioifhe low density of artifacts and lack of substantial subsurface deposits
in the evaluated portion of the site do not provide substantial information regarding the prehistory
of the regionThe sitels therefore recommended aat eligible for listing in theNRHP.

CA-SDI-20597

This site was originally recorded by ASM as a sparse scatter of prehistoric lithics and brownware
ceramic sherds in a 3625-m area. It is located south of a seadairainage in an undulating,
heavily vegetated landscape punctuated by exposed, weatherworn boulder outcrops. Mixed
chaparral vegetation inclusive of chemise, buckwheat, cholla, Mojave yuooza whippleiand
unidentified grasses characterize the laage. Decomposing granite sediment characterizes the
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site and surrounds. The -3525-m site contains eight brownware ceramic sherds, one interior
volcanic flake, one petrified wood flake fragment, and one quartz crystatsidelged projectile

point. Dudé revisited the site in 2018 and expanded the boundary to covex-8®&/h area.

Newly recorded artifacts include a concentration of debitage at the south end of the site, and a few
scattered pieces of debitage east of the originally mapped boundary.

SiteStructure, Artifact Recovery, and Assemblage Composition

The general surface collection produced eight ceramic body sherds. There were two volcanic and
four quartz debitage recovered. This site was tested with six STPs. Results of these yielded only
two positive STPs, each with a single volcanic debitage in the upp@rctn level. The sediments
observed indicated that this area has a homogenous matrix of very loose sandy silt loam with 25%
pebbles from 810 cm.

Discussion and Site Summary

The presence gfrehistoric pottery indicates that the site is associated with Late Prehistoric or
ethnohistoric occupation, although no other dateable material was recovered which could refine
the chronological associatioithe low density of artifacts and lack of sub#tal subsurface
deposits in the evaluated portion of the site do not provide substantial information regarding the
prehistory of the regiorlhe siteis therefore recommended rast eligible for listing INNRHP.

CA-SDI-20604

This 10x-8-m site is a scédr of modern and historic refuse. Vegetation consists of chaparral,
including such as chamise, buckwheat, cholla, Mohave yXwega whippleiscrub oak, oak

trees, and unidentified grasses. Historic material includes bottle fragments and bases of green,
brown, and colorless glass. Modern items include car partsnetal cans, fragments of
unidentified metal, and glass bottles. Dudek revisited the site in 2018 and found the site in the
same condition as previously recorded.

Site Structure, Artifact Reeery, and Assemblage Composition

The surface of the site showed multiple dumping events, with modern trash deposited on top of
older deposits. To investigate the age and depositional order, STP 1 was placed in the center of the
densest area. The STP recm¢eka total of 81 historic artifacts, listed in Tabté.4The deposit
showedevidence of multiplelump episodes at the sitratum I, the upper 25 cm, and Stratum

[ll, from 35 to 52 cm contain a similar artifact assemblage of consumable goods mixed with
tableware anc few household goods (Tablesh Stratum Il appears to be a fill layer or dark
brown sandy loam. This stratum appears to have been dumped on Stratum Il in an attempt to cover
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the trash associated with Stratum l1ll, as if to obscure it agnaept other people from dumping

trash there. Although not collected, many small pieces of plastic trash bags were noted throughout
each stratum. Although different episodes can be delineated vertically, all of the material is
consistent throughout the degit, with the exception of minimal quantities of very recent material

at the surface.

Numerous maker’s marks on bottles (specifically Owen’s Illinois), provide an approximate range

of 1936 to 1967 for the sit®ore recent beer bottles, such as Michetotg pulttab bimetal beer

cans clearly show dumping occurring into the 1970s and 1980s. Artifacts recovered from the STP
are highly fragmentary and are predominantly unidentifiable as to their purpose.

Table 6-5
STP 1 Recovery by Level.

Level Description CT
0-20 Green glass fragments 3
Brown glass fragments 2
White milk glass; base fragment 1
Miscellaneous metal fragments 2
Metalvire mesh 3
1 intact can top; multiple can frags 13
Ceramic base, approximately 60% complete 1
possibly plasti 1
Colorless, mostly fragments but also one tip 15
20-40 Miscellaneous metal fragment 1
Composite shingle frags 3
1945 copper penny
one nearly intact can; two can bas@siemelial frags 12

Green glass fragments
White ware fragments
Brown glass fragments
Colorless glass fragments
40-57 Brown glass fragments
Composite shingle frag
Miscellaneous fragments
Charcoal, cut wood
Colorless glass fragments

WFRPR WEFRRPONREIN
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Discussion and Site Summary

This historic and modernuehp site consists of predominantly consumable and household goods
that seem to be opportunistically dumped while travelling one of the maintméxdsManzanita
reservation. Situated at the top of as small drainage, the site was likely used by numeeptais p

or families from Campo, Manzanita, and/or Live Oak Springsliscarddaily household waste
instead of taking it to a landfill or burning iAlthough a deposit has developed due to likely
numerous episodes of dumping, highlggmentary nature of ¢hdeposit limits identification of

the majority of materialsWhat information potential may exist at the sitewould be nearly
impossible to relate the materials to specific households to provide the necessary historical context
to the artifacts and grsuch data potential.d@umentation herein has recovered a sufficient sample
to characterize the deposit; additional efforts would only produce redundanfTbetaiteis
therefore recommended ast eligible for listing in theNRHP.

CA-SDI-20605

This 40-x-35-m site is a scatter of prehistoric lithics and ceramics, located 120 m south of a creek
in fairly flat, vegetated terrain punctuated by highly exfoliated granite boulder outcrops. Chaparral
vegetation including chamise, buckwheat, cholla, Mojavegucca whippleiand unidentified

grasses characterize the area. Sediment at the site is consists of decomposing granite. Two
brownware ceramic body sherds, one interior obsidian flake, and five volcanic flakes were
observed. Only a small portion of thee is within the AD) which can be avoided

Site Structure, Artifact Recovery, and Assemblage Composition

This site was resurveyed at the time of evaluation testing. The surface inventory was quite sparse
at this site. This resurvey identified one veolicshammerstone (ABgndas one volcanic debitage.

Two STPs were placed to test for subsurface cultural deposits, however both were negative and
encountered bedrock at 17 cm and 30 cm respectively. The upper layer was a very dark brown
with light compactn and approximately 5% subangular gravels.

Discussion and Site Summary

Only the eastern most portion of the $#tevithin the ADI. Testing only occurred in this area. The
portion of the site within the ADI is recommended as not eligible for listifgeNRHP. The portion
of the site outside the impact area has not been evaluated and will be avoided by project design.
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CA-SDI-20608

This 20x-10-m site consists of two prehistoric bedrock milling features. It is located on flat, sparsely
vegetated terraipunctuated by weatherworn outcrops of granitic boulders. Chaparral landscape
vegetation including chamise, buckwheat, cholla, Mohave y¥Mccaa whipplegioak trees, scrub oak,

and unidentified grasses were noted. Decomposing granite and loam sedimepiesent. Feature

1 consists of one exfoliated saucer mortar on &-3.5%m granite boulder. Feature 2 is an exfoliated
conical mortar on a 3:%-2-m boulder. No artifacts were observed at the site. Dudek revisited the site
in 2018 and found the sita the same condition as previously recorded. Feature 2 was not relocated
due to the presence of a downed oak tree on the bedrock outcrop.

Site Structure, Artifact Recovery, and Assemblage Composition

This site is partially within the ADI, witlonly the nothern tip containing the bedrock milling
feature outside the ADI. The milling feature was termed Feature 1. The boulder was extremely
exfoliated and no grinding surface was observed.

A total of three STPs were placed in the ADI to test for a subsurfdeeatudeposit. Neither
surface nor subsurface artifacts were recovered. The soil grofikd-40 cm consisted dbosely
compacted brown sand and DG loam.

Discussion and Site Summary

Given the dearth of surface and subsurface cultural deposisiteis not likely to yield any
additional information rgarding either the prehistory dristory of the region and is thus
recommended as not eligible isting in the NRHP

CWSS-007

This multicomponent site consists of an historic artifact scatterwatiptehistoric artifacts in a 56

40-m area. The historic artifact scatter contains one ceramic enameled pot and approximately 25 cans
consisting of churctkey opened sanitary beverage cans, condensed milk cans, and fuel cans.
Prehistoric artifacts at thate include one brownware ceramic body sherd and one interior volcanic
flake. No evidence of a subsurface deposit was observed. The site is located at the base of an eastern
facing slope and is bisected by an eesst dirt road. Sediments at the sitasist of loose sandy loam

with decomposing granite. Vegetation mainly consists of chamise, buckwheat, and grasses.
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Site Structure, Artifact Recovery, and Assemblage Composition

The majority of the site falls within the AD&nd,as such, testing includegte whole site The
surface inventorydentified four multiserve sanitary food cans (likely beans), two cooking oil
cans, five crushed singkerve sanitary food cans (fruit/vegetable), ongalBon oil can, two
sanitary coffee cans, and one paihd oneondensed milk canThe Tizon brownwareeramic

body sherdvas relocated and collected, but the flake wasFige STPs were placextross the

site. The soil profile observed showed a sandy loam, of a dark brown color with angular gravels
up to 25% from 20 cm. From 210 there was no significant change observed aside from a well
sorted decrease in gravels.

Discussion and Site Summary

Based on the absence of a subsurface deposit and the minimal quantity and variety of artifacts, the site
likely representsa single dumping episode of consumable goods from a nearby homesite. The
brownware sherd and the flake likely have no refeticthe dumping activity, ar@h their own would

gualify only as an isolate. SNVSS-007, is not likely to yield any additioh@nformation regarding

the prehistory of the region and is thus recommended as not eligible for listingNiR e

CWSS-008

This prehistoric site consists ofsangle granitic bedrock milling feature measuring-%:2.4 m.

The feature contains a siegtonical mortar measuring 12512.5x-4-cm. No artifacts were
observed at the site. The milling feature is heavily weathered and covered with Sedenents

at the site consist of loose sandy loam with decomposing granite. Vegetation mainly afnsists
sagebrush, chamisbuckwheat, and grasses.

Site Structure, Artifact Recovery, and Assemblage Composition

Evaluationefforts at the site included a resurvey and excavation of three STPs. The resurvey of
the siteidentified the previously recorded bedkauilling feature with one saucer mortar, and did

not identify any artifactsThree STB (STPs 1, 2, and)3vere excavated within the site to
determine if there is any subsurface component to the site and investigate the site’s integrity. All

of the STPs wre sterile anéxcavated t@ depthof 40 cm All of the STPs contained oflightly
compacted, brown, sandy loam with decomposing granite.
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Discussion and Site Summary

The presence of the bedrock milling feature indicates this was a limited use foossprgcite.
The overall absence of artifacts identified in the evaluated portion of the site means that the site
has not data potential.

Based on the results of thevaluation site CWS-S-008 is not likely to yield any additional
information regarding # prehistory of the region and is thus recommended as not eligible for
listing in theNRHP.

CWSS-009

This prehistoric site consists of a singheavily weatheredgranitic bedrock millig feature
measuring 34-1.5m. The feature contains one basin swag 23x-23-x-5-cm. Sediments at

the site consist of loose sandy loam with decomposing granite. Vegetation mainly consists of
chamise buckwheat, and grasses.

Site Structure, Artifact Recovery, and Assemblage Composition

Evaluationefforts at the sitenicluded a resurvey and excavation of three STPs. The resurvey of
the siteidentified the previously recorded bedrock milling feature with one saucer mortar and did
not identify any artifactsThree STB (STPs 1, 2, and)3vere excavated within the site to
determine if there is any subsurface component to the site and investigate the site’s integrity. All

of the STPs were sterile (except for modern trash in STP Zxaadated tadepthof 40 cm All

of theSTPs contained oflightly compacted, dark browm torown, damp, coarse loamy sand.

Discussion and Site Summary

The presence of the bedrock milling feature indicates this was a limited use food processing site.
The overall absence of artifacts identified in the evaluated portion of the site meahs e t
has not data potential.

Based on the results of thevaluation site CWS-S-009 is not likely to yield any additional
information regarding the prehistory of the region and is thus recommended as not eligible for
listing in theNRHP.

CWSS-010

This prehistoric site consists of a light density artifact scatter measurdr¢32on. Artifacts at
the site include four brownware ceramic body sherds, two volcanic interior flakes, and one quartz
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interior flake Sediments at the site consist of loose saodyn with decomposing granite.
Vegetation mainly consists chamisepuckwheat, and grasses.

Site Structure, Artifact Recovery, and Assemblage Composition

The southern third of this site falls within the AResurveyof this areavas unable to relocate
any of the previously identified artifacts in the ARultiple rainstorms in thetervening months
likely movedthe loose ground sediments, obscuring the artifddts.three STPs placed the
ADI were all negative fosubsurface material3he soils oberved in these STPs was a fairly well
sorted brown coarse sand with-80% DG gravels with low compaction.

Discussion and Site Summary

Based on thabsence of cultural material in the ADI, this portion of theisiteot likely to yield

any additionalnformation regarding the prehistory of the region and is thus recommended as not
eligible for listing in theNRHP. The portion of the site outside the ADI will be avoided and
preserved in place

CWSS-011

This historic site consists of a historic refusatger mixed with modern refuse. Historidifacts

at the site includene large rectangular fuel can; two small, rectangular fuel cans; one large, round
fuel can; one churckey opened oil can; four knHepened fuel cans; two five gallon buckets, nine
internal friction coffee cans, churdtey opened beverage cans, and three pieces of unidentified
metal fragmentsThe site measures approximat2Bx-114m. Sediments at the site consist of
loose sandy loam with decomposing granite. Vegetation mainly te®us$isreosote brush scrub,
chaparral, buckwheat, and grasses.

Site Structure, Artifact Recovery, and Assemblage Composition

The whole site is within the ADI. The surface inventory confirmed the previously recorded types
and counts of cans and bottles. Blaface artifacts were collected. A total of four STPs were
placed in and around the trash scatter. All of the STPs were negative for subsurface deposits. The
soils observed in the units were consistently dark brown coarse loamy sand, loosely compacted
with less than 30% gravels.

Discussion and Site Summary

The site consists of consumable goods and fuel &ased on thevaluationresultsdescribed
herein,there is no evidence for subsurface deposhs. limited assemblage does not contain any
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specifcally datable material, other than a broadly dated-p®86 estimate based on the presence

of churchkey opened cans. The site likely representsultipleepisode dump sitevith modern

refuse dumped on top of an older dump epis@ite. CWS-S-011 is na likely to yield any
additional information regarding the history of the region and is thus recommended as not eligible
for listing in theNRHP.

ECWEP-SW-003

This siteis a late historic ranching site. The site measures ®00-m. Features recorded aigh

site include a large main coral, secondary fenced corals, one trash dump, and one debris dump
comprised of ranching machinery. Features at the site include: Feature 1: a coral; Feature 2: refuse
deposit; Feature 3: refuse deposit located along a shdlawage, located west of main coral

area; and Feature 4: refuse depaoSediments at the site consist of loose sandy loam with
decomposing granite. Vegetation mainly consists of creosote brush scrub, chaparral, buckwheat,
and grasseSpecifically datelale material is difficult to decipher, but the refuse appears to be from

the 1960s and 1970s.

Evaluation efforts performed for another project (Comeau et al. 2019b) encompassed the entire
Campo Wind AD] althoughpart of the site extends outside the ADheevaluated portion of the

siteis not likely to yield any additional information regarding the history of the reigithrerefore
recommended as not eligible for listing in tHBRHP. Theunevaluategbortion of the sités outside

the ADIand will be availed by Project design.

ECWEP-SW-005

ECWERSW-005 was identified as a bedrock milling site with one heavily exfoliated slick. The 15 cm
diameter slick is sits on a b&1.5m granite boulder situated on a kaying ridge opening up to the
west into an opn grassland alluvial flood plain. The landscape is dotted with large granite bedrock
boulders. Vegetation at the site consists of scrub oak, chamise, sugar bush, cholla, and buckwheat.

Evaluation efforts performed for another project (Comeau et al. 28t8binpassed the entire Campo
wind ADI. The site was determined not likely to yield any additional information regarding the
prehistory of the region ansitherefore recommended as not eligible for listing inNR&P.

ECWEP-SW-007

Thisis an historic mimg site witha few scattered cans withirl&x-30-m areaThe site is located
within low-laying ridges opening up to the west into an open valley/grassland allueidpfkin.
Vegetation in the area includes sagebrush, ephedra, cholla, and manzahiteen® at the site
are comprised of sandy loam alluviulthe mine consists of an adit or mine pit cut into a quartz
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outcrop and a tailings pile, which extends downslope to the east. Three cans are present west of
the pit across a dirt road.

Evaluation eforts performed for another project (Comeau et al. 2019b) encompassed the entire Campo
Wind ADI. The site was determined not likely to yield any additional information regarding the history
of the region and therefore recommended as not eligible fdirgsin theNRHP.

ECWEP-SW-011

ECWERSW-011 was identified as a temporary camp with debitage, ceramics, flakedstone tools,
groundstone tools, and bedrock milling. The site is situated on a wide terrace above the valley
floor with an OHV trail running nortisouth through the sit&ediments at the site are composed

of decomposing granite and silty sandy loam.

During the survey Dudek identified 73 volcardebitage 14 quartzdebitage 13 brownware
sherds,three millingstones, five handstones, a chert pribgepbint fragment, five cores, two
hammerstoneshree bedrock milling features, and in arX827-m aregComeau et al. 2019b). A

deep, narrow drainage runs along the southern boundary of the site. The three milling features
contain a total of six slickfNumerous heavily weathered granite boulders and outcrops are present
along the western end of the site that may have contained additional milling features. The majority
of the site is outside the APE; the oplgtentialimpacts to the site consist of ancess road that

runs through the middle of the site.

Site Structure, Artifact Recovery, and Assemblage Composition

Evaluation efforts at the site included a general surface collection and excavation of 3 SSUs and 5
STPswithin the ADI. During the resurve of the site, Z surfaceartifacts were recorded and
collected including four tools and 25 pieces of debitage. About half (n=12) of the debitage were
recovered from the southeast quarter of the ADI, with the rest roughly evenly distributed through
the remainder of the ADI. Thedur toolsincludedone volcanic hammerstone (Artifact 13), two
granitic handstones (Artifact 14 and 15), and one volcanic retodtletkedool (Artifact 18).

SSU 1 was excavated withine densest scatter of surface artiféaotadepth of 10 cmproducing

one debitge fragment. The sediment 88U 1 consisted of grayish brown, fine grain sand with
gravel inclusions. Both SSU 2 and 3 were sterile. SSU 2 was excavated to a depth of 10 cm and
consisted of loosely compacted, brown ¢Mall: 7.5 YR 4/2) sandy silt. The SSU 3 was excavated

to a depth of 20 cm and consisted of a loosely compacted, dark gray (Munsell: 7.5 YR 4/1) sandy
silt with decomposing granite.
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Five STPs were excavated to a depth of 40 cm. Spfduced ae piece ofvolcanic debitage
from 0 to 20 cm and tw@ieces ofdebitage from 20 to 40 cm. From 0 to 5 cm the sediment
consisted of light brown, loosely compaiity sand From 5 to 20 cm the sediment consisted of
loosely compacted, medium brovailty sand From 20to 40 cm the sediment consisted of
compact, dark browsandy siltwith root and vegetation disturbancesd was terminated at 40
due to the presence of decomposing gradieRs 2, 3, 4, and &ntainedoose to moderately
compact light brown sandy siindwere all sterile.

Discussion and Site Summary

ECWERSW-011is a temporary camp with a light to moderately dense surface scatter of artifacts
and bedrock milling features. Within the ADI, evaluation efforts identified a total gii&tes
volcanic andquartzdebitage one flakedstone tool, one hammerstone, and two handskathgs.
debitage consists almost entirely of small to medium sized interior flakes (n=20) and interior
shatter (n=6) indicating production andstearpening of retouched flakes amzhbiface derived

tools. Based on the lack of subsurface deposits on minimal artifact recovery overall, the evaluated
portion of the site has limited data potential. No dateable materials were recovered from this
portion of the site, although a generalté& Prehistoric or Ethnohistoric period designation for the
overall site can be determined based on the presence of ceramics. Unfortunately the chert projectile
point is only a medial fragment, so it cannot be used to help date the site.

As a result of th evaluation efforts, thgortion of the sitevithin the ADI is recommended ast
eligible for listing in theNRHP. The portion of the site outside the impact area has not been
evaluated and will be avoided by project design.

TW-S-007

This prehistoric $e consists of a temporary habitation site covering axt508m area. An OHV
road runs nortfsouth through the eastern most portion of the site. Artifacts at the site consist of
200+ brownware ceramic sherds, groundstone tools, flakes, and bedrocl fedliures.

Site Structure, Artifact Recovery, and Assemblage Composition

This site was resurveyed as part of the current evaluation effort. The ADI cqagkashrough

the site following the contour of an existing dirt road, which bisectsiteeOnly the portion of

the site within the ADI was tested. Concentration 1 was characterized by a greater general surface
density of flaked stone and ceramic materaa@mpared to the rest of the site within the ABI

total of 345 surface artifacts were @ated from Concentration 1, in the following proportions:

306 ceramic body sherds, 20 volcanic debitage, 16 ceramic rim sherds, one quartz debitage, and
one volcanic hammerstone. STP 5 and SSU 2 were both placed within the Concentration.
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The general surfae inventory (outside of the concentration) produced 91 artifacts, consisting
of 65 ceramic body sherds, nine ceramic rim sherds, 16 volcanic debitage, and one crystalline
guartz debitage.

A total of eight STPs were excavateidhin the ADI, one of whichyieldedcultural material STP
5 in Concentration 1 produced two ceramic body shandshreepieces ofdebitage (two quartz
and one CCSyom 0-20cm. From 2040 cm, STP Produced threpieces oflebitage (two quartz
and one CCS) and one ceramic bodydhe

Two SSUs were excavated at the site. SSU 1 was located in the eastern portion and produced a
total of 12 artifacts, with SSU 2 producing a total of 83 (Tabl®4SSU 1 measuredX21 m for

the initial 35 cm level. Levels 80 and 1620 were contined only on the southern half-g1

m). SSU 2 was excavated as -&-2-m for the first 010 cm level, with the subsequent levels
covering only the northern half-¢&1-m).

Table 6-6
SSU Artifact Recovery by Unit

Unit Level Object
Ssul 0-5 VolcamiDebitage
QuartLrystal
5-10 Body Sherd
Quartz crystal
107 20 Body Sherd
Volcani®ebitage
Graniti€ireAffected Rock
SSU2 0-10 Body Sherd
Volcani®ebitage
QuartDebitage
Rim Sherd
10-20 BodySherd
20-30 Body Sherd
QuartDebitage
VolcaniDebitage
30-40 Body Sherd
QuartDebitage

wiN|a|a|NBANNRIR AR PR ININO

Discussion and Site Summary

Given the limited subsurface deposit of artifacts, and sparse surface colldgatipoytion of the
sitewithin the ADlis not likely to yield any additional information regarding either the prehistory
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or history of the region and is thus recommended as not eligible for listing NRhRé. The
portion of the site outside the ADI was not evaluated and wihMo@ed by Project design.

TW-S-008

This prehistoric site is temporary camp covering ax98-m area. During the survethe site was

found to include 70+ ceramic fragments, 20+ flakes, and one bedrock milling feature with two mortars.
Sediments at thaite consist of brown silty sandy loam alluvial with decomposing granite. Vegetation
at the site is moderate throughout the site and includes, scrub oak, buckwheat, cholla, and ephedra.

Site Structure, Artifact Recovery, and Assemblage Composition

Evaluaton efforts at the site consisted of a resurvey ofpibieion of thesitein the ADI, surface
collection, and excavation of seven STH®e resurvey delineated one concentration of 56 ceramic
sherds, six volcanic flakes, and four quartz flakes in-&-I3n area near the east end of the site.
Therest of the surfaceollection within the ADlincluded70 ceramic body sherds, 14 volcanic
debitage, six quartz debitage, two obsidian debitagev@oanichammerstonéA6), one granitic
handstone (A2), one quarcore (A3),0ne granitiamillingstone fragment (B), and one FAR

Seven STPs were excavated within the site to determine if there is any subsurface component to
the site and investigate the site’s integrity. STPs 1-6were positive for subsurface artifagiable

6-7); STP 7 was negativ8€TP 1 was placed inside of Concentratipth& remainder of the STPs

were distributed throughout the rest of the ABach STP terminated between 20 and 60 cm due

to the presence of decomposing grarftediments encouerted in the STPs consisted primarily
loose,dark grayish brown (Munsell: 10 YR 4/2) sandy loam with granel decomposing granite.
Rodent burrows and small amounts of charcoal were noted in most of the STPs.

Table 6-7
TW-S-008 Subsurface Artifact Recovey
Unit Depth(cm) Artifacts Recovered Count

STP1 0-20 Ceramic body sherds 5
STP 2 0-20 Ceramic body sherds 1
Volcanic flakes 1

STP 3 0-20 Quartz flakes 3
STP 4 2040 Ceramic body sherds 1
STP5 0-20 Ceramic body sherds 2
Volcanic flakes 1

STP6 0-20 Ceramic body sherds 1
Volcanic flakes 1

Total 16
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Discussion and Site Summary

The site is a temporary or seasonal camp. The presence of groundstone tools and bedrock milling
fragments indicate seeds and other plant materials were procesdeddoThe presence of
prehistoric flakedstone tools and debitage is indicative of maintenance and tool processing. The
presence of prehistoric pottery indicates that the site is associated with Late Prehistoric or
ethnohistoric occupation, although ndet dateable material was recovered which could refine

the chronological association.

As a result of these evaluation efforts, the portiothefsitein the ADIis not likely to yield any
additional information rgarding either the prehistory dristory of the region and is thus
recommended as not eligible for listing in tRBRHP. The portion of the site outside the impact
area has not been evaluated and will be avoiddtdygct design.

TW-S-010

This site is a small rock alignment with historic refgsatter measuring approximately-¥-45

meters. Site constituents include historic irrigational and industrial debris. The site is situated on a
edge of a small drainag€he rock alignment is a small rain water runoff diversion associated with

an old dit road/trail thatruns through the center of the site. Sediments are comprised of medium
brown sandy loam. Vegetation at the site is consists mainly of scrub oak, large manzanita stands,
chamise, sugar bush, cholla, buckwheat, and sporadic grasses.

Evaluaion efforts performed for another project (Comeau et al. 2019b) encompassed the entire Campo
Wind ADI. The site was determined not likely to yield any additional information regarding the history
of the region ands therefore recommended as not eligibkigting in theNRHP.

TW-S-011

This prehistoric temporary camp site was first recorded in 2018 by Dudek. The site is located 160
meters east of TY%-010 with an OHV road running east to west through the site. The site consists
of one bedrock milling feateand a light lithic scatteiSediments at the site consist of brown silty
sandy loam alluvial with decomposing granite. Vegetation includes oak trees south of the site,
scrub oak, buckwheat, cholla, and ephedrae milling feature contains a single, avdy
weathered milling slick measuring-k818-cm.

Evaluation efforts performed for another project (Comeau et al. 2019b) encompassed the entire Campo
Wind ADI. The site was determined not likely to yield any additional information regarding the
prehistay of the region antk therefore recommended as not eligible for listing iMtNIREIP.
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TW-5-012

This prehistoric site is a temporary camp consisting of three bedrock milling features and a light
artifact scatter covering a 18635-m area. The site is sdted on a granite outcrop covered knoll

in the east side of McCain Valley, just north of a narrow, deeply incised drainage. Asoottth
trending dirt bike trail runs through the site. Sediments at the site consist of brown silty sandy loam
alluvial with decomposing granite. Numerous rodent burrows are present throughout the site.
Vegetation includes oak trees south of the site, scrub oak, buckwheat, cholla, and ephedra.

Bedrock milling features at the site include: Feature 1, a granite outcrop withaéoshted on

the northwest site of the knoll, Feature 2, a granite outcrop with four milling slicks on a small,
low-laying, highly weathered boulder; and Feature 3, a granite outcrop with two milling slicks
near the eastern boundary of the site.

During the survey a lowlensity concentration of ceramics and debitage including eight
metavolcanic interior flakes, one quartz interior flake, one obsidian interior flake, and 16
brownware ceramic sherds were noted in the south half of the site. The concerrkicated

along the dirt bike track south of Feature 2. Two groundstone tools located outside of the artifact
concentration including a granitic unifacial millingstone and a quartz bifacial handstone.

Site Structure, Artifact Recovery, and Assemblagmfasition

Evaluation efforts at the site included a surface colleatioall artifactsand excavation of 11
STPs. During the resurvey, a general surface colleotioovered2 ceramic sherds, 16 volcanic
debitage fragments, one quartz biffi@@ment one graniticmillingstone fragment (A), ard one
guartz handstone @; all but the handstone and millingstone were recovered from within the
concentrationFresh dirt bike tracks were notesh the west side of the dirt bike trawhich
churned the sedimerand leaf litter on the ground surfaadtimately hindeing attempts at
relocating the artifacts.

Eleven STPs were excavated within the site to determine if there is any subsurface component to
the site and investigate the site’s integrity. The STPs were generally excavated to a minimal depth

of 40 cmand generally terminated upon encountering decomposing gr@hitiee11 STPs, only
threeproduced artifact6STPs 1, 3and5). The sediment in STP 1 from 0 to 40 cm consisted of
loosely compacted, mediubrown loam. From 40 to 60 cm the sediment consisted of loosely
compacted, light brown loam wittoncentration small amouot charcoal. One ceramic sherd and
onepiece ofvolcanic debitage were recovered from 0 to 20Qwinile anepieceof quartz debitag

was recovered from 20 to 40 cm. The sediment in STP 3 from 0 to 40 cm consisted of loosely to
moderately compacted, grayish brown with moderate concentration of gravel. One ceramic sherd
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was recovered from 0 to 20 cm and @mece of quartz debitageasrecovered from 20 to 40 cm.
STP 5produced eighteramic body shesdrom 0 to 20 cm andlevenceramic body shesdfrom

20 to 40 cm. The sediment in STP 5 consisted of grayish brown samdlith some gravel and
increasingcompactionwith depth and termated at DG The eight of the remaining STPs were
sterile and contained similar sediments consisting of loosetyoerately compacted, ligd
mediumbrown sandy siltRodent burrows were present in each STP.

Discussion and Site Summary

The site is demporary or seasonal camp. The presence of groundstone tools and bedrock milling
slicks indicate seeds and other plant materials were processed for food. The absence of mortars
indicates acorns were not processed here, even though oak trees are paesesiiirounding the

site. The presence of prehistoric flakedstone tools and debitage is indicative of maintenance, as
almost all of the debitage is small interior flakes, and-camical shatter. The presence of
prehistoric pottery indicates that theesis associated with Late Prehistoric or ethnohistoric
occupation, although no other dateable material was recovered which could refine the
chronological association.

Although a small part of the site extends outside the ADI, the entire site was evalinztdow

density of artifactsabsence of midden soilsnalimited subsurfacerecoverydo not provide
substantial information regarding the prehistory of the rediberefore, the site ikcommended
as not eligible for listing in thBIRHP.

TW-S-013

This site is a large temporary camp situated on three adjacent knolls, separatedwssteast
trending drainages. Each knoll was delineated as a distinct locus for recordation purposes, and do
not necessarily reflect variations in activity areas or chronéddegypation. Vegetation at the site
consists primarily of chamise, buckwheat, sugar bush, red shank, cholla. Sediments at the site
consist of silty sandy loan and decomposing granite. Heavily weathered granite bedrock outcrops
are present throughout theéest more milling features were that recorded during the survey likely

are, or at least were, present but could not be identified at this time.

Due to the presence of human remains, the MLD requested a subsurface excavation program
to be performed to detmine if any additional remains may be present in the ADI. This effort
was performed with evaluation efforts at site for another project and was documented in a
separate report (Comeau et al. 2019b). No human remains were identified during those efforts
(Comeau et al2019b).
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A proposed access road crosses through the center of the site for this Project. This portion of the
site is within the area evaluated previously (Comeau et al. 20I®bartifact densityidentified

in the evaluated portion of TV8-013is relatively low(Comeau et al. 2019bYhe depth and
distribution of cultural materials recovered at subsurface testing reveatsdbf the material

is locatedwithin 20 cm of thesurface The absence of a midden deposits or substantial subsurface
deposits suggests the site was not used for substantial habitation or occupation. Further excavation
in this portion of the site would likely to produce similar quantities and varieties of materials
documented at that time and would not provide any adaitimformation regarding aboriginal
occupation of the site.

As a result of the evaluation efforts describeddmmeau et al. (2019bthe portion of the site
within the ADIis recommended asot eligible for listing in theNRHP. The location of human
remans is well outside the ADI and will not be impacted by the Project.

The majority of the site outside the impact area has not been evaluated and will be avoided by
Project desigr{the area evaluated by Comeau et al. 2019 is larger than the Campo WirtADI,
does not encompass the entire site)

TW-S-015

This multi-componensite was identified during the survey phase of this project as a very sparse
lithic scatterand can scatteneasuing approximately 9%-20-m. Site constituents include three

quartz fekes, and three volcanic flakesd five cansThe site is situated on a relatively flat
landform in the McCain Valley. Two dirt trails are present within the site, indicating medarn
disturbances to the site. Sediments are comprised of medium bradyncam. Vegetation at the

site is moderately dense consisting mostly of scrub oak, large manzanita stands, chamise, sugar
bush, cholla, buckwheat, and sporadic grasses.

Site Structure, Artifact Recovery, and Assemblage Composition

Evaluation effort at theite included resurvey and surface collection of all artifacts and excavation
of five STPs. The resurvey of the site was only able to relocated one volcanic flake and two quartz
flakes. The five cans consist of singlerve sanitary food cans (likely ftiviegetable cans); none

of the cans were collecte8ediments in all five of the STPs consisted of decomposing granite; all
five were negative. Although parts of the site extend outside the ADI, the entire site was evaluated.

Discussion and Site Summary

The overall density of artifacts identified the sitas very low. Subsurface testing revesl that
all of material is located ahesurface, with nartifacts below ground'he low density of artifacts
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and absence of subsurface deposits in the evalpatédn of the site do not provide substantial
information regarding the prehistory of the regidimerefore, the site isscommended as not
eligible for listing in theNRHP.

TW-S-017

This site is a sparse lithic scatter measuring approximatek-153 meters. Site constituents
include two volcanic flakeand a possible volcanic retouched flakke site is situated on a gentle
south facing slope. Sediments are comprised of light grdyimivn, loosely compacted sandy
loam. Vegetation at the site is moaly dense consisting mostly of scrub oak, large manzanita
stands, chamise, sugar bush, cholla, buckwheat, and sporadic grhsssie will be avoided by
project design.

Site Structure, Artifact Recovery, and Assemblage Composition

During the evaluan phase, Dudek visited the site on 9/11/2018 and 10/1/2018, but was only able
to identify two of the volcanic flakes; both were collected. Three STPs were excavated to test for
the possibility of subsurface deposits; all three STPs were negative. Sesdemeountered in the
STPs consisted of sandy silt, gravel, and decomposing granite.

Discussion and Site Summary

The overall density of artifacts identified the sitas very low. Subsurface testing revesl that

all of material is located ahesurfae, with noartifacts below ground'he low density of artifacts

and absence of subsurface deposits in the evaluated portion of the site do not provide substantial
information regarding the prehistory of the regidimerefore, the site isscommended as not
eligible for listing inthe NRHP

TW-S-030

This site was identified during the survey as a prehistoric temporary carepsuing
approximately 4#%-83-m. Site constituents include one bedrock milling featu pieces of
debitage and fiveeramic fragmeist The site is situated on a small knoll with a drainage running
along the northern boundary and the western boundary of the site and a large bedrock outcrop in
the western portion of the site. Site disturbances include a dirt bike trail along the eladtdrne

site boundary was confined to within the study area and may extend further west, however, this
area was not surveyed. Sediments are comprised of giaygsim, moderately compact sandy

loam intermixed with decomposing granite. Vegetation at teeisimoderately dense consisting
mostly of scrub oakyerba santa, yucca, chamise, cholla. Only the eastern portion of the site is
located within the ADI.
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Site Structure, Artifact Recovery, and Assemblage Composition

Evaluation efforts at the site costd of a resurvey and collection of all artifacts in the eastern
half of the site and excavation of three STPs. The surface collection idesixfireolcanic flakes

and one ceramic body sherd. A light scatter of historic refuse was also noted dueiveyjtlagon,
including five miscellaneous metal fragments, two metal nails, one shotgun shell primer, and nine
glass fragments (colorless, aqua, and brown), all of which was collected. A portion of a stove was
also noted but not collected. The three STP®we&cavated to depths ranging from 10 to 40 cm,

all of which contained light brown to brown (7.5 YR 3/4) loose, silty sand with decomposing
granite and terminated at decomposing granite; all three were negative.

Discussion and Site Summary

The presencefahe artifact scatter and bedrock milling sugg#ésésprehistoric component tfis

site was a temporary camp or just a food production site with some tool maintenance also
occurring. The historic component of the site consists of a very light scadlispafate refuse that

likely relates target shooting. No deposit is present, and all the artifacts are in a highly fragmented
condition due having been used as targets. No dateable material was idditéiederall density

of artifacts identified in th evaluated portioaof the site is veryow and the absence sifibsurface
artifacts indicates thigart of the site does not have the potential to provide information important
to history orprehistory

Theportion of the sitevithin the ADI is recommendeaknot eligible for listing in th&NRHP. The
portion of the site outside th&DI, including the milling featurehas not been evaluated and will
be avoided by project design.

6.2 Evaluation Re sults of Built Environment Reso  urces

One historieera built évironment resource, G&DI-9059, was not previously evaluated and is
therefore evaluated below.

CA-SDI-9059

CA-SDI-9059 is a historic wagon road, tireecorded by Terri Jacques in 1981. The road was
included in the 1848 government map20011 ASM Afiliates revisited the “Lazy M Lane” and

noted the portion of it that extends to the west of its intersection withlBlAas been repeatedly
graded. The grading appears to have also widened the road, beyoirdfiés &s initially recorded

by Jacquesatleast for the extant portion of the site on the Reservation. The western end of the
road alignment, as mapped by the SCIC, extend into a heavily vegetated area. It appears that this
portion of the road has been lost to disuse and is overgvenAPE ad ADI for the Project

10212

DUDEK 120 May 2019



Cultural Resources Inventory and Evaluation Report
for the Campo Wind Project with Boulder Brush Facilities

intersect the mapped road alignment perpendicularly in three locations. Two of these are in the
graded portion of the road, and one is in the revegeprn, whichcould not be positively
identified as extant.

Due to repeated giang, the historic era wagon road has beestroyedvhere a road alignment
is extant, and the negraded portion has been lost to disudee resourcthereforedoes notetain
sufficient integrity to beconvey and potential historical significandene portions of the road
within the ADI is recommended a®t eligible for listing in theNRHP.
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7 SUMMARY AND MANAGEME NT CONSIDERATIONS

This report presents the results of Dudek’s cultural resources inventory and evaluatiorfor the
Project, locatedvithin approximately2,200acres of land othe Reservatiomndapproximately
500acres of privately owned landll work was performed in accordance with Section 106 of the
NHPA and its implementing regulations (3&-R Part 800)by arclaeologists who meet the
Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards. Survey of the Z00-acre APEvas
conducted by Hale et al. 2013, Daniels and Schaefer 2013, and Dudek (thisineg@ztrdance
with the Secretary othe Interior’s standards and guidelindsvaluation efforts performed during
other projects for some resources are summarized and adapted herein, as appibpesterces
within the ADI that were not previously evaluated for listing in the NRHP were evaluated.herei

The inventory identifiech total 0of146 extant culturakesourcesn the APE(80 archaeological
sites, 4 historic period built environment resources, &2dsolate3. Of these reasces,5 were
previouslyevaluated for eligibility for listingn the NRHP or CRHR The final Project design
would be conductetb avoid and minimize damage, alteration, or destruction to all resources in
the APE in order to avoid potential adverse effects to historic properties.

CA-SDI-6891(Stae Route 9% andP-37-025680(San Diego and Arizona Eastern Railyayere
evaluated in 2011 and 2000, respectively, and determined not eligible for listing in the ARHP.
they are not eligible, they are nesignificant underSection 106, and require no further
consideration in thelgnning pocess

P-37-024023 is Old Highway 80, whictvas determined eligible for listing in the NRHP in
2010and is therefore an historic properBamage, alteration, or destruction of the road could
be an adverse effect ured Section 106, [though noneis expected as a result &froject
implementationas constructionwould be implementetb avoid impactsand therevould be

no effectto this historic property

Archaeological sites CADI-7151/7162 and C/ADI-7156 evaluatedVESTEC(1983) andBFSA
(2998)under CEQA and County guidelindéBoth sites were recommended eligible for listing in the
CRHR due to their data potentiéls these sites are significant for their data potential, Zineyalso

eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion D for the sameasonsThe BFSA (1998) study
delineated significant deposits at each site as the contributing elements to the significance of each site
and recommended open space easements be placed asighifisant areasCA-SDI-7156 will be

avoided entirelythere will be no effect to this historic properjt CA-SDI-7151/7162, the significant
deposits are located outside the ADI for the Project and will be preséheefortionf thesitethat

arein theProject ADI do not contain subsurface deposits oruess that convey the significance of

the site. Thereforehe Project will not have an adverse efftecthis historic propertyAdditional
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excavation efforts were performed at the &iea recent project (Comeau et al. 2048 to the
identification ofhuman remains; no human remains were identified in the@tis ProjectFormal
documentation of that effort is includ€dmeau et al. 2019

Thirty-eight archaeologicakites (in addition toCA-SDI-7156, discussed abovalill be been
completelyavoided and preserved in placéhese38 sites have not been evaluated and are
presumed eligible for listing in the NRHPorty-onesites(including CASDI-7151/7162knd one
built environment resource (Lazy M Larege wholly(20) or partially(21) in the ADI and would

be damaged or destroyed by the Projéd.avoidance is not possible, formal evaluation of
significance under Section 1@@srequired in order to make a determination of effémtshose
resourcesEvaluation of those sites did not identify sigrant depositor other characteristics
therefore noneis eligible for listing in the NRHRinder any criteria, and nom&consideredan
historic properg. Human remains were identified at five sites. Project design and redesign efforts
have been madat each siteat avoid damage to or destructiontb&é portions of sites with the
human remainslhe locations of human remains will be preserved in place.

The62 extanisolates do not have any data potential (CriteriorntiAgyare not related to persons

or events important in history or prehistory (Criteria A and B); and they de@mlbody the
distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or that represent the work of
a master, or that possess high artistic values, or thasexy a significant and distinguishable entity
whose components may lack individual distinci{@nterion C). Therefore, they are not eligible for
listing in the NRHP and are not historic properties.
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